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Forward

The tumultuous beginning of Project Head Start, which entailed launching

a nationwide preschool program in the face of limited facilities and a
paucity of trained personnel, was accompanied by hastily conceived efforts
to evaluate its effectiveness. Once the program had begun to stabilize,
the U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity developed a plan for securing the
sustained participation of university researchers in a program of research
and evaluation. Fourt~2en university-based, geographically distributed
Head Start Evaluation and Research Centers were established to participate
jointly in a centrally directed national evaluation and, at the same time,
individually mount a program of research relevant to the needs of Head
Start. The Bank Street College Research Division welcomed the opportunity
to serve in this capacity. Upon completion of the national evaluation
program, the Bank Street Evaluation and Research Center was invited to
continue its research program under the auspices of OEO as an Early Child-
hood Research Center. Our productive association with OEO has been greatly
facilitated by those charged with the responsibility for coordinating this
national program of research and evaluation; it is a pleasure to acknowl-
edge the valuable advice and assistance we have received from Drs. Edmund
Gordon, John McDavid, Lois-ellen Datta and Edith Grotberg.

The Bank Street Center's program of research dealt with two major areas

of investigation. Because the compensatory educational movement was so
fundamentally concerned with upgrading children's academic competence and
seemed, at least in some quarters, to be based upon an inadequate under=-
standing of the nature of young children's thinking and learning, we chose
to focus one part of our research effori: on the study of cognitive develop~
ment in young children, particularly children with deprived backgrounds.
The second broad area of investigation, formulated by the sociologists and
anthropologists of our interdisciplinary staff, was concerned with the
manner in which organizational structure and dynamics affected the programs
of Head Start centers.

One facet of our comparative study of cognitive development was devoted to
Dr. Schachter's study of preschool languzga. 1In sharp contrast with the
prevailing focus on recording the development of language content directly
related to conceptual functioning, Dr. Schacliter chose to investigate the
emergence of language as a tool for social intercourse and projection of
the self. The child's earliest problem solving and mastery of language

arc seen as developing in the context of his communication with others and
the need to assert Liimself. Dr. Schachter's work is concerned with differ-
entiating and assessing functional aspects of children's language.

Herbert Zimiles, Ph.D., Director
Early Childhood Research Center




I. INTRODUCTION

Why do children talk spontaneously to others in the everyday naturalistic
situation? This fundamental functional-motivational question assumes heightened
significance in the light of White's recent finding (Whité, in press) that mothers
of young children talk to them 'mostly" (p. 33) when the child spontaneously in-

itiates the interaction., White (1971) reports:

Our most eflective mothers do not devote the bulk of their day to rearing their
children....Though usually working on some chore, she (mother) in generally with-
in earshot. He (child) then gocs to her and usually, but not always, is respond-
ed to by his mother with help or shared enthusiasm plus, occasionally, an inter-
esting, naturally related idea. These 10 to 30 second interchanges are usually
oriented around the child's interest of the moment rather than toward some need

or interest of the mother....

These mothers very rarely spend 5, 10 or 20 minutes teaching their one- or two-

year-olds, but they get an enormous amount of teaching in '"on the £ly," and usu-

ally at the child's instigation. Though they do volunteer comments opportunisti-
cally, they mostly act in respomse to overtures by the child (White, 1971, p. 87;

emphasis in the original).

White's refreshingly naturalistic observatioms, though they may seem obvious
to the universally harried mother who is unlikely to dieturb the blessing of a
quiet moment by starting & conversation with her child, could and should have a
salutary effect on both the study of early language development, and on current
efforts to develop compensatory preschool programs for the disadvantaged.

Regarding language development, it is encouraging to note the expanding
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horizons of our developmental psycholinguists from a narrow focus on pure form,
or syntax, to a broader view which now encompasses the semantic or cognitive
aspects of language development (see Bloom's comprehensive review of the last
decade, in press). Yet research in this area has still to encompass those non-
linquistic and noncognitive, motivational, personal and social aspects of speech
which seem to play so prominent a role in natural development, as indicated by
White's data (1971).

Regarding compensatory preschool programs for the disadvantaged, they have
been mainly of two kinds: (a) didactic programs and (b) whole-child programs.
In didactic programs, teachers actively focus on intensive training in language,
its structure (Bereiter and Engelmann, 1966) or some cognitive espect of its
function like coding ability (Moore, 1971). On the other hand, whole-child pro-
grams (Biber, Shapiro and Wickens, 1971) resemble White's good home environment,
both socially and physically, in that the teacher ig responsiQe to the child's
self-propelled activity; the physical equipment resembles those play materials
usually provided by the well equipped home; the curriculum consists of the rich
flow of daily interactions (including verbal) between the child and his social
and physical world; and it is assumed that the child will talk when he feels the
need to do so. Citing Kohlberg and Mayer's (1972) key distinction between pro-
grams which stimulate development and those which mimic development, Cazden
(1972) vividly presents the critical dilemma in our preschool compensatory ef-
forts to date. Namely, while it is the whole-child programs that come closest
to White's good home environment for stimulating development, it is the didactic
programs, those which seemingly artificially force or mimic development, which
have so far proven more effective, though the gains are likely to be short term

and limited. Cazden (1972) concludes:
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Because everything we know about language development suggests that it develops
best...when motivated by powerful communication intent, and because we want to
stimulate development and not just mimic it, it is important to try to maka
'hatural,f less didactic, group environments more effective (Cazden, 1972, p. 24,

quotation marks in the original).

Whether the ultimate goal is to make whole-child programs more effective,
or to contribute to an understanding of language development, it seems important
to examine the noncognitive, motivational, personal and social aspects of speech
functioning as it occurs in everyday naturalistic comminication. Virtually no
deta exists on the subject. Those who adopt a whole-child paradigm have not
focused their attention specifically on verbal development (Biber, et al., 1971),
while those who have studied language and speech development have failed to take
noncognitive factors into account. As has been noted, research on language de-
velopment has focuéed on syntax and semantics. Studies of speech development
. have focused on the adequacy of the communication rather than its uses in com-
munication (Piaget, 1926; Flavell, 1968); or on intrapersonal rather than on
interpersonal speech (Vygotsky, 1962; Luria, 1961; Kendler, 1963). Indeed, it
is ironic that it is the sociolinguists (Bernstein, 1970; Labov, 1970; Hyuwes,
1971), rather than the psychologists, who have been examining the complex exper-
jence of human communication in its intricate social and motivational contexts,
in search of ethnolinguigtic or eco}ogical insights into the poverty school
problem. Yet, apart from the fact that these sociolinguistic studies tend to be
informal in methodology, largely descriptive and anecdotal, the research to date
has been limited to older children and adults, thus lacking a developmental per-
spective. We have no data on how patterns of self-motivated everyday speech

develop in early childhood or on early sociolinguistic‘differences.
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The present investigatioun was designed to provide this ethnolinguistic data
for urban black and white children ages 2 to 5 in the context of the free play
period, of the kind prescribed by whole-child programs. The ecological setting
is the community group care center for preschoolers, day care, Head Start, pri-
vate school, etc. The free play period was chosen to maximize the occurrence of
spontaneous speech. The urban preschool center was chosen in order to derive
implications for efforts at compensatory preschool language intervention program-
ning.

Specifically, the following studies were undertaken:

l. A Methodological Study aimed at developing an instrument for scoring
spontaneous interpersonal preschool speech from the point of view of the child's
need to talk. The scoring scheme is called the Functions of Interpersonal Spon-
taneous Preschool Speech (FIS~P). The instrument was developed on the basis of
6,000 statements from 150 presclioolers, advantaged and disadvant#ged, black and
white.

2. A Developmental Study aimed at identifying developmental changes in the

pattern of spontaneous speech usage (FIS-P scores) during the preschool years,
from 2 to 5. Longitudinal data were collected on a small sample of four advan-
taged white Ss, each S observed at ages 2-0, 2%, 3-0, 3%, and 4%. Cross=-sectional
data were collected on a large sample of 170 Ss consisting of four sociolinguistic
groups: advantaged white, advantaged black, disadvantaged black, all.groups of
above average mean IQ, plus a disadvantaged black group of below average mean 1Q,
each group with subgroups at ages 2%, 3%, 4%, and 5%.

3. A_Sociolinguistic Study eimed at identifying differences in speech usage

(FIS-P scores) among the four sociolingulstic groups under study.




II. METHODOLOGICAL STUDY

It was necessary to develop a scoring scheme for the functions of spontan-
eous interpersonal preschool speech from the viewpoint of the child's need to
talk because existing functional category schemes (those of Piaget, 1926; Jakob-
son /see Bruner, 1966, Chapter 5/; and Skinner, 1957) did not appear suitable,

Neither Jakobson's nor Skinner 's’

category systems were designed to deal with the
special features of spcech in early childhood. Piaget's category system, while
specific to child speech, was intended to distinguish levels of communication
ability rather than specch function from the viewpoint of the child's need to
talk, as Piaget himself points out (Piaget and Inhelder, 1969). As such, Piaget

(1926) distinguished between the immature egocentric speech, including mere repe-

titions, talking to oneself (the monologue), talk intended for communication but
not adapted to the needs of the listener (the collective monologue); and the'more
mature socialized speech, both intended for communication and adapted to the
needs of the listencr. The present study, which is concerned with speech from
the viewpoint of the child's need to talk to others, covers speech intended for
interpersonal communication, thus encompassing Piaget's collective monologue,
his sociﬁlized speech, and those repetitions which are intended for communication.
More specifically, the present scoring scheme defines an utteraance or a
statement as scoreable if it fulfills the following dual criteria: (a) It must
be spontaneous, initiated by the child, with no prodding or shaping by adults
and no direct questioning by peers. Recording was interrupted when the teacher
initiated or shaped the statement in any way. Statements in response to other
children's utterances were scoreable, unless a direct question was asked by the

other. (b) It must be intended for interpersonal communication. A list of
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statements that were not scoreable becaugse they were neither spontaneous nor
interpersonal, or for some othar reason, wére designated by a se--aes of Nonscoies
as follows: Intrapersonal, when § carries on & monologue with himself; Unintel-
ligible, when utterance, context, or tone are inaudible; Nonword, for words not
included in the Random House dictionary; Song, for known songs (spontaneously
created chants were scored); Angwer to Peer Question; Spinner Repetition, rhyth-
mic, often excited repetition with no pause between repetitions (e.g., "Look,
look, look'); Incomplete, vhen utterance is incerrungd, 80 that itas motive can-
not be ascertained.

An utterance or statement was defined as & semantically differentiated word
or series of words, usually preceded and followed by a peuse. Grammatical in-
completion or inaccuracy, both common among preschoolers, was ignored. The
judgment as to whether & word or series of words constituted an utterance was
highly reliable, with scorer agreemenc-.95, as was the judgment @8 to whether it
was & scoreable utterance, with scorer agreement .91 (see reliability section
below).

The following sections will describe the instrument development phase; re-
cording and scoring procedures of the FIS-P; reiiability assessments; and a
factor analyeis of FIS-P scores.

Instrument Development Phase
Preliminary Steps

Scores were developed empirically, based on 2,000 actual statements, from
100 preschoolers observed during the free play activities of the kind prescribed
by the whole-child approach. The judgment of why the child was talking was es-
sentially a clinical subjective judgment based on the statement, its context and
tone, and the training and axperience of the observers. The observers included
a clinical child psychologist and & former nursery school teacher.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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In order to cover the range and variety of speech patterns anticipated in
the projected Sociolinguistic Study, Ss included both advantaged and disadvan-
taged preschoolers and both black and white. All were New York City residents.
Advantaged black and white Ss were observed in the classes for 3- and 4-year-olds
of a private school. Disadvantaged Ss, black and white, wera observed in the six
classes (two 3-yeer-olds, two 4-year-olds, and two 5-year-olds) of a Poverty Pro-
gram early childhood center.3 Both programs were in laboratory schools connected
with the institution sponsoring the research so that the observers could move
freely from class to class recording and observing spontaneous speech during free
play.

Statements were collected at random to begin with, each observation period
followed by a discussion of the child's possible motives for making the state-
ments. Gradually the utterances the children were spontaneously generating began
to form a coherent pattern of about 200 major and minor scores.

Final Steps

In order to eliminate rarely occurring minor scores, 4,000 utterances from
a previous study of 4-year-olds, which represented the first formal application
of FIS-P scores, were used (see Schachter, 1971). This sample consisted of 57
Ss, black and white.4 On the basis of these additional 4,000 statements, minor
scores of very low frequency of occurrence (less than .l mean interval per §)
were eliminated, leaving a final form of the FIS-P consisting of 89 scores compre-
hensively covering all scoreable and nonscoreable utterances.

The elimination of minor scores in the final comprehensive form in no way
affected the major scoring for each statement. For example, the statement 'When
1 grow up, I'm going to be a pilot" was assigned a primary score of ego-enhancing,
a secondary score of boasting about competence, and a tertiary score of boasting

about a future achievement. Since this kind of reference to the future occurred
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only once in 4,000 statements, the minor tertiary score was dropped, without af-
fecting the primary and secondary scoring designation.

Finally, as a further attempt to cut the massive scoring scheme down to
manageable proportions, an abbreviated version of the final comprehensive form
was developed, covering all the major acores, 33 in number. It is this abbrevi-
ated version that is used in the Developmental and Sociolinguistic Studies. The
following sections will describe the f£inal comprehensive form in brief and the
abbreviated form in detail. (For a full description of the comprehensive form,
sees Scoring Manual for FIS-P, Schachter and Kirshner, 1970.)

Comprehensive Form of FIS-P

Recording Procedures

The FIS-P is applied to 12 3-minute verbatim language samples per S, col-
lected during the free play activity of the kind prescribed by the whole-child
approach.

Twelve language samples per S are required in order to insure an adequate
sampling of each 8's speech. For the same reason, FIS-P procedure requires that
each S be observed on at least 2 different days; 4 different days are recommended.
Further, no two speech samples can follow each other consecutively if the child
rcmains engaged in the same task. Only if the child persists at the same task
for 15 minutes, can another speech sample be collected.

The 3-minute duration of the language sample was dictated largely by the
need to retain the memory of the context and tone of each utterance. Since con-
text and tone are of major significance in ascertaining the function of any
utterance, the situation required either elaborate and mobile audio-visual equip~
ment or a human observer-recorder. Given the fact that the projected Develop-
mental and Sociolinguistic Studies required collecting data from a large number
of preschool settings (39 were actually needed), mechanical recording was rejected

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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as too expensive and cumbersome and manual recording was used. The 3-minute in-
terval makes it possible to remember most of the context and tone, whenever it is
1n6t bossible.to record and score the statement s it occurs. When S speaks too
quickly for both complete recording and accurate scoring, the latter takes prefer-
ence over the former. When neither is possible, the partly recorded statement is
scored after each 3-minute interval. In the data collécted to date, 80 to 90% of
the scorcable utterances have been recorded verbatim.

The rationale for selecting the free play period has already been offered.
It should also be noted, for the purposes of the generalizability of the FIS-P
procedure, that this setting, as prescribed by the whole-child approach, provides
a social and physical context which is fairly well standardized in many preschool
centers across the country. The teacher's role is standardized as the responsive
one. The physical equipment for self-selection is also quite standardized, in-
cluding blocks, doll corner, books, puzzles, paints, lego, playdough, crayons,
trucks, etc. Even the size of the class, usually about 15, and the adult-child
ratio, usually 1 te 5 or 7, is quite standardized. Thus, the dominance of the
whole-child approach in early education provides for reasonable control of a mul-
titude of situational context variables in the study of differences among individ-
uals or groups.

Scoring Procedures

Scoriang Scheme

The comprehensive scoring scheme consists of Category scoring units and

Additional scoring units. The category units are concerned with the functions of

speech from the viewpoint of the child's motive for talking. The additional units
are a miscellaneous group consisting of scores which are appended to the category
units, designations for nonscoreable statements, and designations indiceting
whether the speech was addressed to adults or other children.

ERIC
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Category scoring units. The set of category scoring units consists of
Category scores, Subcategory scoxes, and Subscores.

1. Category scores. There are nine major functional-motivational Category
scores :

I. Expressive ('Ouch")
I1. Desire Implementing (''I need red")

1I1. Possession Rights Implementing (''That's mine')
IV. Ego-Enhancing ('Look at my big house'”)
V. Self-Referring-Including ('Me too')
Vi. Joining ("Let's go out')

VII. Collaborative (''The garage goes there'’)

VIII. Learning Implementing ('How does this go?'")
IX. Reporting ('"I'm making a monster'')

The nine categories are comprehensive in that they cover motives for all
spontaneous interperscnal statements. There are categories for (a) personal
motives, (b) social motives, and (c) other motives.

Categories I to IV cover personal motives, the expression of emotion for .

Category I, the fulfillment of a desire for Category II, the affirmation of a
possession right for Category III, and the enhancement of the ego for Category IV.
Categories V to VII cover social motives in that they create a social union
between the self and another. In the Self-Referring Category V, the union is
created reactively in that S responds to a statement of another by an imitative
or "me too" reference to himself (e.g., "I'm making whip cream too'; 'Me too';
"'m making whip cream' /repetition of another's ststement/), or by competitively
referring the statement to himself (e.g., '"Mine is bigger'). 1In the Joining
statements of Category VI, the union is created actively in that S initiates the
union (e.g., 'Let's play house'’). 1In both tiie Self-Referring and Joining

ERIC
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categories, both the seif ard the other are involved in parallel or similar ac-

tivity. In the case of the Collaborative statements of Category VII, the union

that i8s created and maintained involves role differentiation (e.g., '"l'll be the
mommy, and you'll he the baby''), rather than mere parallel or similar roles.

Categories VIII and IX cover other motives, not readily classified as
either personal or social. Category VIII, Learning Implementing, serves a purely
cognitive motive, implementing the child's search for knowledge. Since much of
the learning implementation of the preschooler seems to occur in conjunction
with the personal and social motives of Categories I through VII, the learning
category score was restricted to those statements where the cognitive motive
cperates alone, independent of any personal or social motives (e.g., 'What num-
ber is that?" or 'What does the stomach do?"),

The Reporting statements of Category IX can be defined by exclusion. They
cover statements intended for interpersonal communication which do not satisfy
the personal, social, and cognitive needs covered by Categories I through VIII.
However, they also seem to serve a gsocial functiorn involving a sharing of exper-
iences for its own sake, experiences concarning the self (e.g., "I'm getting
another one’); concerning others (e.g., ‘Your hat is falling'’); or things (e.g.,
"Look at the cement mixer').

2. Subcategory scores. Within each category, Subcategory 8scores designate
the major means for implementing the function. For six of the nine categories,
subcategory distincticns are based on the distinction between positive and nega-
tive means. For example, desire implementing by requesting ‘Crayon,' represents

a positive subcategory statement, while stopping a frustrator of desire, 'No,
5

" represencs & negative subcategory statement.

stop it,
3. Subscores. W¥ithin subcategories, Subscores designate the specific style
or context involved in the implementation of a function. For example, stopping

ERIC
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a frustrator of possession rights by threats, or by sharing and postponing nego-
tiations.

Additional scoring units. The set of additional scores consists of Appended
scores, Nonscores, and Listener Designations.

1. Appended scores. Appended scores cover & variety of distinctions related
to the function of a statement scored in any one of the nine categories. A par-
tial list includes: Adult Listener; Child Listener; Question; Asserts Desire to
Adult; Modulation (explanation, justification, etc.); Continuation in Conversa-
tion; Persistence Repetition (when no response); One Word (function i{nferred);
etc.

2. Nonscores. The list of Nonscores can be found on page 6 above.

3. Listener Designations. The Listener Designation to Adult (Ad) or to
Child (Ch) is added to the name of any speech score which is exclusively or almost
entirely addressed to either an adult or to cafld listeners.

Ssorfng Method

Special methodological difficulties are also presented in qualitative studies
of patterns of naturalistic speech usage by quantitative variations in verbal pro-
ductivity, and by continuations or repetitions i{n conversations. The verbal pro-
ductivity problem fs usually dealt with by reporting each pattern as a percentage
of the number of statements (Pisget, 1926; Bernstein, 1962) uader the mistaken
assumption that percent conversion c¢limirates distortions due to variations in
total number of statements. The fact is that while rav frequency scores distort
in the direction of giving excess weight to the scores of the talkative child,
percent conversion distorts ia the direction of giving excess weight to the
scores of the qutet child. These distortions can be very serious in studies of
early speech development. In the present study the nurber of scoreable state-
ments p2r § varied from zero to more then 200,® To cope with this problem, we

ERIC
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have used what we call an interval score, which is the number of observation in-
tervals in which a spcech score occurs out of the total of 12 observatlon inter=-
vals per child. The interval score secmed & promising compromise, identifying
qualitative differences in speech within a greatly attenuated range (maximum=12)
of quantitative differances, and thus modulating the effects of distortions of
both the talkative and the quiet child,

The interval score also promised to deal with the problem of continuations
and repetiticns in conversation, the lattar being especially pruvalent in the

" as much as 20 times during a

speech of preachoolers. If an § said, 'Stop it,
single 3-minute interval, never to g8y anything like it again in the other 11
observations, he received a score of 1 for the score Stops Frustrator of Desire.
However, {f he were to repeat a statement like that in 5 of his 12 observed in-
tervals, he would receive a score of 5. Data on the interval scores are supple-
mented by rav frequency of statements in the case of total number of spontaneous
interpersonal statements, since this measure is of obvious interest.

Within each observation interval, each ccoreable statement can be assigned
s maximun of two Subcategory scores, one for a tocisl motive {f present, and one
for a personal or other motive. Typically, a single Subcategory score suffices
for each statement tozether with a qualifyiang Subscore, 1n addition, any number
of Appended gcores can be assigned to each scoreable statement. Nonscores ar.
assigned to nonscoreable statements, one Moascore for each such statement.

sbbrevisted Form of FIS-P

For the Abbreviated Form of the FIS<P, recoriing procedures and scoring
osethod are the sanme as for the Comprehensive Form. Only the scoring systea (t-
self (s coatracted. The contraction was effected so as to preserve all the major
distinctions of the Comprehensive Yors. Specifically, the Abbdrevisted Forsm con-

sists of almost the eatire liut vf Subcategory scores, ome Subscore, and & few
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Appended scorez, with Listener Designations wherever they apply.

Categoxr s scores were eliminated because it needs to be demonstrated that
the combination of all subcategories within each category is empirically justi-
fied. The list of Subcategory scores was shortened by six subcategories which
involved defensive verbal counterattacks, after S had been verbally attacked in
any of six different ways, each form of attack warranting its own Subcategory
score. While some of the attack scores reached adequate levels of frequency, in
the age range under study the defensive scores were very infrequent. For econo-
my, they were dropped from the Abbreviated Form. The list of Subscores, most of
which were infrequent, was entirely eliminated, except for a single Subscore for
disagreeing in a collaborative discourse. This Subscore was not only high in
frequency, but also scemed irteresting from a theoretical point of view since
Piaget (1926) has suggested that thie kind of speech might have implications for
cognitive developmerit. The list of Appended scores was much abbreviated by
eliminating scores which referred more to syntactic features (e.g., question
format used) than to speech function, and also by excluding those items refer-
ring to intensity of affect accompanying & statement.

The following list describes all of tius FIS-P scores of the Abbreviated
Form, giving explanations and exsmplecs as meeded for clarity:

FI1$-P Scores: Abbraviated Fornm
2) gores
Catezory J.. Expressive. Statement functions purely to express an emotion.
subcetegory (MNegetive)
'Ov”; ‘T hate this.”
dupcategery (PosjCive)

o*u”u; ncoodt..u
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Subcategory (Positive/Negative). FExcited affect or any combination of

positive and negative affect.
"Yikes!"; '"Superman.'
Category 11. Desire Implementing. Statement functions to implement a personal
desire for an object, for help, for permission, for general reassurance or at-
tention. (Excludes desire requests and commands which serve to maintain & ccl-
laborative project or discussion /see Category VI1/; requests for help that in-
volve new learning /see Category VIIL/; requests for attention which are ego-
enhancing /see Category IV/; or that involve reporting on $'s experiences and
observations /see Category IX/.)
Subcategory (Positive): Asserts Desire
"Crayon"; 'Can I have so:ma?";7 "Pix {c."

Subcategory (Negstive): Stops Fruetrator of Desire®h”

"Wo''; '"Stop it''; 'Teacher, he broke my building'; "I'll slug you."

Category 11I. Rights Implementing. Stitement functions to implement possession

rights involving objects, territory, turns, or roles (fantasy or real). The
possession right i{s explicitly verbalized.
Subcategory (Positive): Asgerts Possegssion Jlights
"“This is my dolly"; "I want to be the momuy."
ubcatego ative): &0 Pogsesgio b
“It's mine" (graba); "I had 1: first"; 'Dkay, you can have it, but
remecber to give it back to me."

Category 1V. Ego-Enhancing. Ststement functions to enhance §'s ego, with context

and tone showing evident pride.
8 : A e )
oggess A0 edze ole Se

"“Look at wy big house”; "I have new eneakers' (pride); "I know what




an A is8"; "I'm four!"

Subcategory {Positive): Assumes Teacher Role Regarding Competence or

Knowledge

“"I'11 show you how to do it"; "Not that way; this way'" (pride)

Subcategory (Negative) : Denigrates Competence or Achievements, Possessions,

or Knowledge;gﬁ»Othggph

"Your doll is small'; "She can't jump"; "That's junk"

Subcatepgory (Positive) : Asserts Pride in Goodness, Cleanliness or Beauty

‘We're sharing'; 'Wasn't that nice of me?"

Subcategory (Negative) : Denigrater Goodness, Cleanliness or Beauty Qi,OtherCh

"You're cheating'; "You're dirty"; 'She's naughty"

Subcategory (Negative); Denigrates Other in General TermsCh

"Faggot'; "Baby'; "$lwe's terrible"

Subcategory (Positive/Ngmative): Teases or Tests Limits. Playfully attacks

peers, or tie explicit or implicit rules of authority or reality.
"In your face' (holds milay dough up); 'Look, blood'" (paints red on self);
"Tfhat banana is real" (it's fake)
Category V. Self-Raferring-Including. Statement functions to join S to Other by
self-referring the Other's statements, activity or characteristics.

Subcategory (Positive): Me Tco., Self-refers, drawing some parallel for Self.

'Me too"; "I listen to Batman too'"; Other: '"Mine is up on top" and S:
'Mine is up on top'; Other: '"I'm making & squeeze-sque¢eze' and S: 'I’'m
making whip cream"
Subcatepory (Negative): Me ge;&e;Ch Self-refers, competitively stating
that he is better than Other.
'My daddy is bigger than your daddy"; 'No, yours is smaller"
Category VI, gogngngCh Statement functions to join Other to § with § actively
fnfitisting the unioen.
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Subcategory (Positive): Join MeCh
"Hello"; "Are you my friend?"; "Let's go' (together); "Let's play
house'; 'Let's play with the blocks'; '"Come to my party."
Subcategory (Negative): Excludes Self or Other"h

"I'm not playing with you'; '"Wou can't draw here' (with us); "Let's

not play with her"; '"You're not my friend."
Category VII. Collaborative®™® Statement functions to initiate or maintain a role-
differentiated social interaction, with two or more Ss participating in a project,
discussion or game. There may be action and talk, or only talk. (Includes
Asserts Desire statements which maintain a groject or discussion.)
Subcategory: Collaborative Disc:oursech Includes all Collaborative state-
ments except those covered by the other Collaborative subcategories below.
“"Put the block ttere' (block building together); 'Hold it'; 'First, I'll
shoot and you fall down."

Subscore: Collaborative Disag;'eeingCh

'We do not need any more water'; "No, he didn't move it."

Cl

Subcategory: Collaborative Dramatic Play Collaborates while enacting

role in dramatic piay.
“"Give me wmore, mommy''; 'Stop that, baby.’
Subcategory: Collaborative Chaugingch Collaborates in chanting word game,
exact repetition or different words.
Other: 'Superman!" and S: "Superman!"; Other: "Red light stop' and S:
‘Green 1light go."
Subcategory: Collaborative ggvmgCh Collaborates with a giving or nurturant
statement.

"I'a making one for you"; "Don‘t cry, she'll be back soon."
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Category VIII. Learning Implementipg. Statement .functions purely to implement

learning about objective world, social world, biological world, or how to pro-
ceed in a task.
Subcategory: Pursues New Knowledge

'What does that say?"; 'Why doesn't he talk?"; 'Where is the stomach?';

"Is this the way?"

Subcategory: Restates Old Knowledge. Consolidates, practices, confirms or
masters previously acquired knowledge. Also fncludes simple matter-of-fact
corrections (not ego-invoived) of other children's errors in knowledge.

"This 1s a dumptruck'’; '"Apple” (names picture or object); 'This is half

a cup"; '"No, it's a rectangle."”

Category IX. Reporting. Statement functions to share an observation, thought or
experience with Other.
Subcategory: Reporting about Self. Includes attributes, possessions,
activities, actions, productions and products, real and fantasied.

'Oh boy, I got lots!"; "I went to the circus'; "I'm going to crayon

now"; "I'm drawing a monster''; '"This (clay) is a monster'; "This is

the sun and thie is a girl" (drawing).

Subcatepgory: Reporiing about Others. Includes attributns, possessions,
activities, actions, productions and products, real and fantasied.

"Amy has new boots'; 'He's mixing the cement'; 'Johnny 1s runaing."
Subcategory: Reporting aboyt Things. Includes animals and inanimate
objects, in motion or static, pictorially represented or real.

"Look at the fish'; "It's raining."”

Appended Scores
Adylt-Lis a . Statement sddressed to adult listener(s). Excludes
statements directed at both sadults or children or diffusely directed state-

aents.
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Child-Listener statement. Statement addressed to child listener(s). Excludes
statements directed at both adults or children or diffusely directed state-
ments .

Asserts DeereAd Adult-directed statement in Asserts Desire subcategory.

Modulatfion. Statement contains explanation, justification, rationalization or
attempt at verbal persuasion to qualify or support the function being imple-
mented. Statements often contain or imply the word "becauses."

"You promised"; '"No (sharing), because it's brand new'; 'Because that
way they'll fall''; 'That was hard (just: fying failure)."
Listener Designation

It can be seen that the only score with the Listener Designation to Adult
(Ad) was the Appended score Asserts Desire to Adulc. Indeed, this score was re-
stricted to adult listeners by definition. Given the primal dependency of the
child on adults for the fulfillment of his desires it seemed important to examine
the child's desire requests to adults fndzpendent of his general desire ifmplement-
ing utterances.

For the scores with the Listener Designation to Child (Ch) the designation
wag arrived et on a rational balll,g taking into consideration the following fac-
tors: (1) the demands of the FIS-P scoring procedure, requiring that no adult-
{nitiated or adult-shaped epeech be recorded; (2) the definitions of the FIS-P
scores themselves, some of which (especially the social motive subcategories) re-
strict the statement to peer listeners almost entirely (e.g., Collaborative Dra-
matfic Play); (3) the inhibitory mechanisms which opefate in adult-child relations
(i.e., adults are not likely to grab a toy from & child, nor do children often

denigrate an adult).
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Reliability Assessment

Unlike cognitive and linguistic variahlea, which lend themselves to objective
measurement, the FIS-P scoring scheme covers a variety of noncognitive personal
and social motives (i.e., boasting, asserting possesaion rights) which are notori-
ously difficult to measure, since they involve a great deal of subjective judgment
which endangers reliabjility. Nevertheless, psychologists have not shrunk from
the difficult technical task in studies of noncognitive aspects of behavior other
than verbal. Indeed, they have generally been willing to settle for reliebilities
at the 707 level of agreement in this domain of measurement (see White, in press).
This 70% level of agreement was accepted as adequate in the present study. Re-
liability of the Abbreviated FIS-P was evaluated as fcllows:

For interscorer agreement, two observers collected verbatim language samples
simultaneously for a total of 37 3-minute intervals from 32 randomly selected
disadvantaged and advantaged Ss of the preliminary sample. Interobserver agree-
ment was assessed by interjudge correlations of the number of scoreable statements
and the rumber of scoreable and nonscoreable statements, recorded by each observer
for each time sample. The correlations were .91 and .95 respectively. Interscor-
er agreement was assessed by percent agreement for subcategory scores of the 144
statements recorded by both observers. The degree of agresment was 73%. This
level of agreement promised satisfactory levels of reliability per S, since each
S was to be observed for a total of 12 3-minute language samples.

For an assessment of the reliability of subject stability or consistency,
the previous study of 57 4-year-olds (Schachter, 1971) contaeined a sample of 11
S8s who were observed by one observer. This sample made it possible to correlate
performance on the first gix 3-minute time samples with that on the second set of
six time samples, independent of observer differences. Split-half reliability
coefficients were calculated, following the usual procedure of applying the
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Spearman-Brown formula to determine the reliability for all 12 time intervals.
Coefficients were calculated for the total number of scored statements; reliabil-
ity was .97. Coéfficients we?e also caiculated for those FIS-P scores which were
produced by at least seven of the 11 Ss. There was a total of 12 such scores
with adequate frequency. The median consistency coefficient of reliability was
.67. This degree of consistency, given the small size of the sample, promised
adequate levels of consistency with the study sample of more than 170 Ss. To
further insure reliability, only those scores showing adequate frequency were
studied (see Procedures below).

Factor Analysis

Factor analysis of the Comprehensive Form of the FIS-P was undertaken to
shed light on the intercorrelations among scores. While it seemed premature to
rely on factor scores in this early phase of the development of an instrument
for the functions of spontanecus speech, so that the data of both the Develop-
mental and Sociolinguistic Studies will be reported in terms of the FIS-P scores
themselves, the results will also be discussed in the light of the clusters sug-
gested by the factor analysis.

A centroid factor analysis, rotated with five factors, by the varimax pro-
cedure, was carried out on the data of the previous study of 57 4 -year-olds noted
above (see Schachter, 1971). The following list describes each factor, showing
the component scores of the Abbreviated Form, if the factor loading reached .35.
A loading of this size is considered fair in the present type of research (Cohen,
1966) . For each Subca;egory score, the Roman numeral of the category, 1 through
IX, is designated. Appended scores are designated as such.

Factor Scores

Factor 1: Adult Oriented Talk (Dependency and ldentification)

Asserts Desirefd (.75), Appended

Adult Listener (.70), Appended
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Asserts Desire (.69), Category II

Modulation (.46), Appended

Restates 0ld Knowledge (.39), Category VIII
Denigrates Other-Goodness, et:c.Ch (-.37), Category IV

Factor 2: Agpressive Talk (Negative Self-Assertion)

Denigrates Other -GeneralCh (.83), Category 1V
Denigrates Other-Competence, etc.Ch (.77), Category 1V
Teases and Tests Limits (.59), Category IV

Stops Frustrator-Possession Rightscll (.52), Category 111
Excludes OtherCh (.43), Category VI

Expressive-Negative (.41), Category 1

Stops Frustrator of DesireCh (.41), Category 11
Denigrates Other~Goodness, et:c.Ch (.39), Category 1V

Factor 3: Ego Thrust Talk (Positive Self-Assertion)

Asserts Possession Rights (.70), Category III

Me BetterCh (.64), Category V

Collaborative DiscourseCh (.63), Category VI
Collaborative Disagreech (.62), Category VII

Denigrates Other-GoodnessCh (.59), Category 1V

Asserts Pride in Competence, etc. (.56), Category IV
Child Listener (.53), Appended

Modulation (.44), Apéended

Stops Frustrator-Possession Rightsch (.43), Category III
Join Mech (.42), Category VI

Assumes Teacher Role-GoodnessCh (.38), Category 1V
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Factor 4: Peer Interaction Tallk

Cchild Listener (.63), Appended

Join Mech (.57), Category VI

Stops Frustrator of Desiréch (.55), Category II
Asserts Pride in Goodness, etc. (.46), Category IV
Collaborative Dramatic PlayCh (.45), Category VII
Collaborative Givingch (.43), Category VII
Collaborative DiscourseCh (.43), Category VII
Agserts Pride in Competence, etc. (.36), Category 1V
Assumes Teacher Role-GoodnessCh (.36), Category IV

Factor 5: Linking to Others with Words (Interdependence)

Reporting About Self (.67), Category IX

Collaborative ChaatingCh (.56), Category VII

Me Too (.42), Category V

Asserts Desire (.39), Category II

Asserts Desire®d (.36), Appended

Collaborative GivingCh (.36), Category VIIL

Reporting About Things (.36), Category IX

It can be seen that Factors 1 and 5 both have in common the components
Asgerts Desire and Asserts Desire to Adult. However, Factor 1 emphasizes adult
dependence and identification, since it also contains the component scores Adult
Listener and Modulation. On this basis, we have called this factor Adult Orient-
ed Talk (Dependency and Identification). On the other hand, Factor 5 seem to
emphasize a more general interdependeunce with its compconent scores Reporting,
Me Tco, Collaborative Chanting, and Ccllaborative Giving. On this basis, we have
called this factor, Linking to Others with Words (Interdependence).

Factors 3 and 4 also have a number of scores in common. Both contain the
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component scores Child Listener, Collaborative Discourse, Join Me, and Asserts
Pride in Competence. However, Factor 3 emphasizes positive self-assertion with
both Subcategory scores of the Possession Rights category, plus Me Better, Col-
laborative Disagree, and Assumes Teacher Role-Competence. On this basis, we have
called this score Ego Thrust (Positive Self-Assertion). On the other hand, Fac-
tor 4 seems to emphasize the more general give and take of everyday peer verbal
interchange with its component scores Stops Frustrator of Desire, Collaborative
Dramatic Play, and Collaborative Giving. On this basis, we have called this fac-
tor Peer Interaction Talk.

Finally, Factor 2 seems to combine all the negative subcategories in all the
categories, the denigration scores, the scores covering attempts to stop a frus-
trator, the teasing score, the excluding score and the negative expressive score.
On this basis, we have called this factor Aggressive Talk (Negative Self-Asser-

tion).
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II1. DEVELOPMENTAL STUDY

To generate hypotheses concerning the development of the functionse of inter-
personai speech, it seemed necessary to make certain assumptions concerning the
development of the underlying structure of speaker-listener or self-other rela-
tions. Fortunately, the formulations of Piaget (1926, 1969) provided surh 2
framewocrk of necessary underlying assumptions concerning self-cther differentia-
tion. Namely, Piaget posits a primary adualistic social state, undifferentiated
with regard to the self and other (Piaget /1926/ called this phase and its mani-
festations in speech and thought ''egocentric'), a gradual emergence of signif!-
cant self-differentiation (which Piaget places at age 3) (¥iaget and Inhelder,
1969), and a secondary social state involving mutuality and reciprocity between
the increasingly differentiated self and other (Piaget /1926/ called this phase
and its manifestation ''socialized' and places the shift from egocentric to so-
cialized stages at age 7). These formulations made it possible to organize the
FIS-P category scheme into a tentative developmental sequence as follows:

Personal motive subcatepories. Categories I through IV seem to reflect an

increasing egc-differentiation in that the Expressive statements of Category I
(e.g., 'Ouch') seem to require no ego-differsntiation. The Desire Implementing
statements of Category II (e.g., 'More paste") seem to require a differentiation
only of momentary need states. The Possession Rights Implementing statements of
Category 111 (e.g., 'That's mine'’) seem to require a self-schema which transcends
time so that concrete objects, territory, etc., can be viewed as belonging or not
belonging to the self beyond the present moment. Finally, the Ego-Enhancing
Category IV (e.g., "Look 2t my big house!') seems to require the development of

a self-schema with lasting and "abstract' attributes (competence, goodness, etc.)
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which § <#n boast about.

Socfs]l mo s es. The social motives of Categories V' through VII
also seen to reflect 8 continuum of underlying self-other differentistica. The
Self-Referring-lIncludiag Me Too atatemsnta of Category V eeem to reflect & niat-
mum of differentistion with § iaitatively referring to himself aay atotement the
other has said (e.g., Other: "I'm making wvhip crean™ and §: "I’'n making whip cresn
too'), as Lf the distinction between the self and the other is dlurred. The Join-
{ing statements of Categ.ry VI (e.3., "Let®s jump™) seem to reflect sn increasing
self-other differentiation in +hat the child activily seeks out a uanioa vwith
another rsther than reactively imitsting aaother. Finally, the Collaborative
statements of Category V11 (e.g., ''The garage goes therc™) aeem to reflect the
highest degree of self-other differentiation {n that role differeniiation {s re-
quired wvith the self and listener taking complementary poaitions in a larger pro-
ject or a diacussion.

Other motive puicgtezorjep. Categories VII1, learning Inplementing (e.g.,
'What ‘s that?'), and 1X, Reporting (e.g., 'I'm going to get the paste™) were
pliced st the end of the list of categories becsuse they seem to stand outside
the developmental sequence covered by Categories 1 through VII. While the nature
of the learning implementing response might be expectéd to change with increasing
ego-d{fferentiation, a widespread occurrence of learning implementing statements
of the word naming veriety e.g., 'Dumptruck,’ has been consistently reported st
the esrliest levels of language development (Ervin-Tripp, 1966). As for the
Reporting statements of Category 1X, an appeal to common experience readily sug-
gests that this kind of sharing of experiences occurs throughout the life cycle.
However, Plaget's (1926) data on the collective monclogue would icad ome to ex-
pect that these kinds of statements would be a prominent feature of a relatively
undifferentiasted state of self-other development, where the line {s blurred
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detween thinking to oneselfl and thinkiag siowd or sharing vne's thoughts with
ethets.

Arpended 9cores. Self-diffeventistion theory also provided some direction
for o developmmatal analysie of the Appended scores. Adult-listener statemeats
snd Adsetts Dmaire to Adult seem Lmmmture fa the light of the child's primal ua-
differentiacted dependency on adult cavetakers. Child-listener staltizints soem
more mature, with an expected fncrease with age, of Sifferentiation betwveea the
self and other cifldren.

The Appended score, Modulation, also seemed to reflect & groving self-cther
differentistiva since the cxplanations, justifications, etc., ilavolved seem toO
reflect an expected incresse with age in the ability to take the pcint of view of
the listener, which Plaget (1926) describes ss the mafn feature of his more ma-
fute socialized stage. In the same context, it also secumed worthwhile to esxam-
{ne the results for the ocore Collaboretive Disagree, which ts viewed by Plagat
as @ socialized speech form (Pleget, 1926).

The Developmeatsl 3tudy was designed to examine gedyctively these hypothetti-
cal developaental sequences concerning the Subcstegory scores for personal mo-
tives, social motives, end other motives, and the Agiended sccres. It w&s also
flanned to examine f{nductively those Subcstegory scores and Appended scores vhich
cluster together during the course of develcpment from 2 to 3, and to relate
these clusters to the factor scores.

Sub jects

Table | describes the total group of childven studied. $3 consisted of five
sanples, cne sumail iongitudinal sample of four sdvantaged whites (2 boys and 2
girly) vbeerved st agas 2-0, 2%, 3-0, 3§, 4-0 and &5; and & large cross-secticn-
al group of 170 §s consisting of four sociolinguistic sa~ples, advantsaged whits,

sdvantaged black, and disadvantaged black, ail groups of above aversge wmean 1Q
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Insert Table | adbout here
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(3inet mean sdove 100), plus & d’eadvanteged dlack group of delow average meaan
1Q. Vith one exception, the four cross-sectional samples included subgroupe of
10 each at ages 2§, 3§, 4} and 3}, with sn equal anumber of doys and girle {a esch
sudgroup. The one exception was the disedvantaged black group at age &), whtch
included an additional 10 Se, 5 doys and 5 girls, vith all §s of average iinet
IQ (93 to 103).

1t can bo gewn that the Maslic 2ianle 414 ant constitute & balanced deaign.
%o disauvantaged whites vere selected for the study because the focus of concern
was the black urben ghetto, as has been the case in moet language and poverty re-
search (see VWilliams, 1970). la sddition, no below average or sverage 1Q advan-
toged groups, either black or white, were studied. The IQ inbdalance resulted
from the neturalistic maaner of selectiag s, namely, both disadvantaged and ad-
vantaged §eo were located {n thelr own cosmunities in the typical kinde of pre-
school settings that these communities currently provide. For the disscvantaged
black §s, these preschocl settings corsisted of publicly funded day care centers,
parent-child centers, and Head Start centers. At these centers, §s were avail-
abdle coveriag the full renge of 1Q. 7Zor the sdvantsged whites and blacks, the
preschool settings consisted of privately funded, high tuittion, niddle-class
nutseries, and informe! play groups for some of the 2-yesr-clds. 1a these
middle-class settings, only above average 1Q groups preseanted themselves, vith
Binet mesan asbove 100.

Consrquently, to exercise some control over the 1Q variable while compsring
advantaged and disadvantaged §s, the dissdventaged group vas divided into upper-
half and lover-half IQ groups. Specifically, this latter procedure ves followed
at the 2%, I\ end 3% year levels. At the &) year level, the firet level to be
studied, & mwore ambitious plan was undertaken vith three 1Q groups forwed, top

third, averags (Bimet 1Q 93-105).10 and bottom third. 1t can be noted in Table 1
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that the top third at spge 4§ 1s comparadle {a meea IQ (114.7) to the meens cf the
top half et the other age ovels (103.7, 111.6, 115.)), walle a combination of
the aversge and dottom third IQ groups at &} 1s comperadle in mean 1Q (87.0) to
the messas of the bottom half at the other age levels (82.), 91.8, 82.6). On this
basis, the dats for the bottom two-thirds sauple ot age 4} has been overaged for
both the Developmental sad Soclolinguistic Studies, to comnpere with the lower 1¢
samples 6t the other oge levels. Table | shows the averages for the botton twe-
thirds seample for age, 1Y, and verbsl productivity neasures.

It cba be seen in Table 1 that st all age levels, the mean IQ scores for the
highet 17 dlsadvanteged gucupe are 81l adbove 100, as are the mesns for all advaan-
teged groups, both dlack and white. Tue lomgitudinal sample was also edove ever-
age in 1Q.

1a selecting the sanple, disadventaged wvas defined in terms of the asticnal
guidelines for poverty level, fasaily income below $4,000. Advantaged was defined
88 upper middle clags both in tme of education (college, professional, artistic
or technical) sad occupstion (managerisl, professtional, srtistic or techaicsl).
There vas no siddle group vith regard to social class (l.e., firemsn, policeman,
etc.). Black cthnicity was defined as Afro-Americen parents to exclude Caribbean
snd Africen blacks,; white ethnicity represeated the heterogeneocus populatioa st-
temding privete preechool classes Ln New York, facluding wvhite Protestents, Irish,
Jews, Itelfsas, 2tc. Childres vith physical (lacluding seasory, sctor, or meuro-
logical) handicaps were excluded. There were 81850 no etbling pairs allowed.

In selecting the preschool centers, omly those with & free play perfod as
grescribed by the whole-child spproach (see above) wvere chosen. For the lomgl-
tudinal sample, the fres-play-period condftions vere simuleted by locaring o
femily vith & playrooms physically equipped with all the sccoutrements eof \(he

sursary schools under study, snd by requ:riag that the adults not initiate say




fateractions (verbal or othervise) vith the children. The loagitudinal sample
was created cn the Yasls of personal contacts. The children vere neignhbors of o
member of the reseearch team. All four childrea vere playmates snd nefighbors of
esch other.

For the cross-sectional sample, sdvanteged centers were selected so that
there night be scme ethaic veriety anmong the Whites, &nd bleck children as well

ss white. Most of the sdventaged whites vere located in ainimslly integrated

schools, while sdbout half of the sdvantaged blacks were locsted in well integrated

schooles. The remafining sdvanteged black dats were collected st privats nursery
schools in middle-cless black communities, in northera Manhattan end north Broax.
Disadvanteged centers wera loceted in poverty comcuaities in the Mev York sres,
south Broax, lower esst side, ecuth Jamaice, fGlarlem end central Newerk. Since 2-
yesr-olds were difficult to locate, several dlssdvantaged ceaters were selected
tecause they had 2-year-old groupe, sad tha older chiléren wvers studied es well.
Altogether, there were 10 ceanters studied and 19 group settings ot clasies,

Por all four cross-sectional ssmples, adult-child reatio was well matched,
vith rattoces of 1 to ) and 1 to & for the 2h-year-old groups, end ratios of 1 te 5
to 1l to 8 for the 34-, &k, and Sy-year-old groups. In centers for )-year-olds
and above, there were generally 10 to 16 chilérea in attendance, o head teacher,
énd 06C or tve asselstant teachers. The centers for 2-year-oids were more wvar-
table, most vith two teachers and 7 or 8 childrea in sttendance, but scme vith
one teacher end ) or & childrea, and one vith 7 te 10 adults end 20 to 23 chil-
dren. Yor the longltudinal etudy, sll four mothers vere present at all chserve-
tions, with not one essigned the role of teacher. The mothers sat "a the side-
lines snd chatted quietly smcag themselves, responding to the childrea when 8p-
prosched.

The ethaicity of peers and adult steff was largely the same as that of the




$s, though for the advantaged black group in integrated centers there were both
blatk and white clasemates and teachers, and the dilsadvantaged dlacks were some-
times {n pruschoocls with a fev Yuerto Ricen children and teachers. The socist
class of peers and asslstant teschers ves also the sace as that of §s, since they
ususlly ali lived in the sams community. Many of the disadvantaged centers were
located in city housing projects where most of the childrean and assisteat teachers
lived. All head teachers were niddle class and assistant teachers were cften ta
training sspiriag to atddle-class status.

The cbservers for the &L-year-oldes consfsted of the two cobeservers who particti-
peted (a the reliad’‘lity assessment (see above). For the 2-, J-, and 5-year-olds,
there was another obsci(er who vas trained to reach the ssame “evel of relfabilfty.
All obsetvers vere white. There were twy main Linet testers, cne black and one
white. Binet results were withbeld from the observers; slips occurred in culy a
few cases.

Subjects and Verbal Productivity

The probles of varfations in verbal productivity is so icportant for studles
of quelitative differences in speech functioning that it merits careful consider-
ation. It has already been noted thet the usudl procedure of percent conversion
tatroduces {ta ows: forn of distortion, while 1t attenpts to remedy the distortione
that follo- from the use of rav frequency data., The tnterval measure was {ntro-
duced in an atteapt to attenuste both of these forms of distortions. Neverthe-
less, (t seemed essential to examime differences ammg the samdles under study ta
both the total nmumber of intervals ia which sccereable speech occurred and in the
rev frequency of scoreable statements.

Table | shows the means and standard deviations for all five samples for both
the total statements and the total intervals. 7o test the effects of sociolin-
gulstic group, age, and sex, }-vay snslyses of vsriance (with replication for cex)
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were carried out on the four cross-sectional ssaplea. The longitudinal sample
was not included in these analyses because of the special conditions under which
these data were collected. The results for both nessures showed signtficant msin
effects for both soctolinguistic group (total statements F = 4.7), p < .01; total
faterval [ = 6.06, p < .001) and age (totai statements I = 17.46, p < .001; total
interval [ = 3.12, p < .03), and a signtficant Lnteraction between soclolingute-
tic group and ege (totel statemeats [ = 2.05, p < .03; totsl laterval L = 2.01,
p < -03). Scheffe tests showved that the Ewo dlsadvaataged groups (higher and
lover 1Q) showed a significent ege increment from age 2 to 5, while the two ad-
vantaged groups (black snd white) 41d not, and that the adventaged black group
showed significantly higher verbel pProductivity than the dissdvantaged black
lower 1Q group in the age range 2} to &k, but that there were no other signtfi-
cant differences among sociolinguistic groups at any age level.

In the course of further exanining the nature of this complex interactfion
between age and sociclingutstic group, it became @pparent that the measures of
total verbal productivity vere mesningless in that the totals cosbined twvo com-
pletely different kinds of statements, those addressed to adult (Adult-Listener
score) and those addressed to childrem (Child-Listener score). Figure 1 shows
that both from a developmental and a socfolinguistic standpoint, Adult-Listener

and Child-lListener scores are completely disparate.

sosvsasas L iR I -

insert Figure 1 about here

Y XXX AR R TR R RN TR RN

FPigure | shows the means for the Adult-Listener and Child-Listener scores
for the f{nterval measure for all four cross-sectional samples at all four age
levels. The comparable age curves for the rev frequency messures were virtually
the same, 80 that only the results on the finterval measura were analyzed. Analy-
ses of variance (socioliaguistic group by sge by sex /[with replication for sex/)
of the means of Figure | show significant age effects for both scores, with Adult

Elii(?utoncr showing & eignificant decresse with age from 2 to 5 (I = 6.11, g < ,001)
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and Child Listener showing & significant increase (F = 12.88, 2 < .001). There
was also a significant effect of sociolinguistic group for both the Adult-Listen-
er score (f = 8.22, p < .001) and the Child-Listener score (F = &4.96, p < .0l).
Scheffe tests to analyze the source of the significant sociolinguistic effect
shov that the advantaged white group produced significantly more adult-addressed
statements than either of the disadvantaged groups (p < .05 for the higher IQ
group and p < .00l for the lower 1Q group), with no significint difference be-
tween black and white advantaged groups, cor between higher and lower 1Q disadvan-
taged groups. Scheff; tests for the Child-Listener score showed that the advan-
taged black group produced significantly more child-addressed statements than
either of the disadvantaged groups (p < .01 for the higher 1Q group, and p < .01
for the lower 1Q group), with no significant difference between black and white
advantaged groups, or between hicher and luwer 1Q disadvantaged groups. There
were no significant interactions for either score. There was & significant sex
effect (F = 6.89, p < .001) for sdult-addressed speech, with girls producing more
af these utterances.

It can be seen that the results of both the Developmental and Sociolinguist-
¢ Studies will need to be discussed in the light of these developmental and so-
ciolirguistic differences $a the totals for adult- and child-addressed state-
ments, rather than in relation to total verbal productivity, which obscures these
listener-related dlfferenceo.l1

Procedures

Recording and scoring procedures were followed in accordance with the Abbre-
viated Yorm of the FIS-P described above. For the cross-sectional data, seven
out of the 170 $s dropped out of the program after 6 to 10 intervals of observe-
tions. Their dats were retained, and extrapolation was made to 12 intervals.

One of the girla in the longitudinal sample moved to California at 4% years;
again the data at the 4% year level were retained and extrapolation was made to
lfout Ss. For s few twos, Catell Infant IQ Scales were aduministered when a Binet

\‘ "
Elgl(:lal vas nut attained.
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Results and Discussion

Tables 2 through 6 show the developmental findings for each of the five
samples, Table 2 for the longitudinal sample at ages 2-0, 2%, 3-0, 3% and 4%, and
Tables 3 through 6 for each of the four cross-sectional samples, advantaged white,
sdvantaged black, disadvantaged black higher IQ, and disadvantaged black lower
1Q, respectively, each crogs-sectional eesmple with age-ievel means at 2%, 3%, 4%
and 5%. At every age level for all five samples, mean FIS-P speech scores are
listed in terms of the mean aumber of observation intervals, out of a total of 12,
in which each speech score occurred. For the disadvantaged black 4%-year-old
sample with the additional average IQ group, Table 6 shows two sets of results,
one for the lower third IQ group (N = 10), and one combining the lower third with
the average IQ group (N = 20). Only the latter combined results will be discussed
since the combined groups together are a better match in IQ with the below average
IQ groups of ages 2%, 3% and 5%, than is the lower third 4%-year-old group itself,

as has been noted.

To reduce the findinzs of Tables 2 through 6 to manageable proportions, the
results for all five samples are summarized in Table 7. Table 7 shows the number
of the five samples with an age increase, decrease, or neither, for those speech
scores with adequate frequency. Adequate frequency 1is defined as more than one
of the five samples with one age level mean greater than 1.00 interval. Eight of
the 33 scores of the Abbreviated Form of the FIS-P were excluded from Table 7, on
the basis of low frequency,12 leaving 25 speech scores. 1In addition, because the
longitudinal sample is the only one with data at ages 2-0 and 3-0, these data are
excluded from the summary Table 7, though they will be discussed wherever they

provide additional information.
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In Table 7, where all five samples show the predicted age increment, the

13 Brackets in

Sign test is significant at the .03 level (one-tailed test).
Table 7 denote that a Subcategory score is inconsistent with the findings for the
other subcategories within the same category. 1In addition, any one sample with
an age pattern which deviates from the modal age pattern for a given score is
identified in Table 7 by the following symbols: Lo for longitudinal, AW for ad-
vantaged white, AB for advantaged black, DBH for disadvantaged black higher IQ,
and DBL for disadvantaged black lower IQ.

The results of Table 7 will be analyzed deductively, in relation to the de-
veloprental uypotheses outlined above, regarding Subcategory scores for personal,
social, and other motives, and for the Appended scores. The findings will then
be synthesized in relation to the way the scores cluster together at the age
levels from 2 to 5, in relation to the factor analyses at age 4, and in relation
to the age decrement which has been found for adult-addressed statements and the

age increment for child-addressed statements.

Developmental Findings: Deductive Analvsis

Personal motive subcategcories. It will be recalled that theoretical consid-

erations concerning self-differentiation suggested a davelcpmental continuum of
speech function for the personal motive categories such that Expressive (Cate-
gory 1) and Desire Implementing (Category II) statements were viewed as immature
speech patterns since they require iittie ego-differentiation, while Possession
Rights Implementing (Category III) and Ego-Enhancing (Category IV) were viewed as
increasingly more mature, requiring increasing ego-differentiation. The asser-
tions of pride (boasting) and denigrations of the Ego-Enhancing category were ex-
pected to be the most mature since they require the full development of an ego-
schema, with attributes to boast about. The results for the personal motive sub-
category scores tend to support this hypothesis of a developmental continuum.
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Table 7 shows that Expressive and Desire Implementing subcategories ghow little
evidence of any increase with age (sample DBL for two of the three subcategories),
and some evidence of decrease with age for Desire Implementing (samples Lo, AW,
and AB for one subcategory; sample Lo for the other). Possession Rights Imple-
menting shows somewhat more evidence of increase with age (sample DBL for one
subcategory; samples DBL and DBH for the other), and almost no evidence of de~
crease with age (sample AB for one subcategory). Finally, the subcategories of
Ego-Enhancing, Asserts Pride in Competence, etc., and Denigrates Other~Competence,
etc., show increases with age for all five samples, a statistically significant
increment for both of these ego-enhancing subcategories.

The hypothesis of a developmental continuum for the personal motive subcate-
gories is further supported by the data of the longitudinal sample at age 2-0.
Table 2 (column 1) shows the overwhelming domindnce of Desire Implementing speech
at the youngest age level studied, with a mean score of 6.8 intervals for Asserts
Desire, and 2.0 for Stops Frustrator of Desire. Next in frequency for the per-
sonal motive subcategories is Possession Rights Implementing with a mean of .5
for Asserts Possession Rights and 1.5 for Stops Frustrator of Possession Rights.
The most mature Ego-Enhancing statements have zero frequency of occurrence at
age 2-0.

It may be noted that the developmental hypothesis would be even more strong-
ly supported if Category 1, Expressive, were altogether eliminated from the De-
velopmental continuum. Two of its three Expressive subcategories, Positive and
Negative, have already been eliminated from Table 7 on the grounds of inadequate
frequency. If we eliminate the remaining Expressive subcategory, Positive/Nega-
tive, Table 7 shows that for Category 11 there are three samples with age decre-
ments, for Category III there is one, and for Category IV there are none, 8o that

the age decrement as well as the age increment data would support the developmen-
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tal hypothesis. A reasonable case can be made for excluding the Expressive cate-
gory from the nine major interpersonal speech categories, on the grounds that it
is often unclear whether the child intends his expressive outburst for intraper-
sonal catharsis or for interpersonal communication.

It may also be noted in Table 7 that the only sample showing an age incre-
ment for either Category I or II is the disadvantaged black lower IQ group (DBL).
Ags can be seen in Table 1, this group talked so little at age 2% (a mean of 7.3
intervals vs. 10.8, 1l.1, 10.4, and 9.8 for the other four samples) that it in-
evitably shows age increments for almost all the FIS-P scores within the age
range under study (see Table 7).

Otherwise, the only inconsicstency with the hypothesis of a developmental
continuum from Categories I through IV is the finding for Teases and Tests Limits,
which shows no consistent age increment, though it is one of the subcategories of
Category 1V, Ego-Enhancing (see bracketed item, Table 7). The significant age
increments shown for the boasting and denigrating subcategories of Category IV
suggest that Teases and Tests Limits may be incorrectly placed in this Ego-Enhanc-
ing category. In contrast with boasting and denigrating, the face validity of
teasing as an ego-enhancing statement is easily open to challenge.

In any case, the really impressive aspect of the Ego-Enhancing findings is
the consistency of the age at which a sharp increase in boasting occurs for all
five samples. Figure 2 portrays in graphic form the findings on boasting (i.e.,
the FIS-P score Asserts Pride in Competence, etc.) which are shown in Tables 2 to
6. it can be seen that a sharp increase in the means occurs at age 3% for all
four cross-sectional samples (from 1.5 to 2.8 for AW, 1.6 to 2.8 for AB, .7 to
3.1 for DBH, and .8 to 2.8 for DBL) and at age 3-0O for the longitudinal sample
(from 1.0 to 3.5), the latter being the only sample with data available for chil-

dren age 3-0. Also for all five samples, Figure 2 shows that once the sharp age
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increment takes place, the rate of occurrence of boasting statements generally
levels off throughout the age range under study.

This abrupt shift in the productivity of boasting utterances is strongly
supportive of the hypottiesis of an abrupt underlying structural change in the
development of ego~differentiation at around age 3. It should be noted that
psychnanalysts as well as Piaget (Piaget and Inhelder, 1969) have pointed to
such a developmental shift in ego-differentiation at age 3. Freudians speak of
the onset of the phallic-ocedipal period, with the emergence of much boasting and
intensive seli-assertion, reflecting a new sense of self (Erikson, 1963). The
present data seem to extend and amplify these Piagetian and psychoanalytic con=-
cepés regarding ego-differentiation to the study of the functions of everyday
interpersonal speech from 2 to 5.

Social motive subcategories. It will be recalled that considerations con-
cerning the development of self-other differentiation suggested a developmental
continuum for the social functions of speech as follows: The Self-Referring-
Including Category V seemed most immature, the Me Too repetitions requiring a
minimum of self-other differentiation. The Joining Category VI seemed to require
an increasing degree of self-other differentiation, since the child actively cre-
ates a union with another. The Collaborative Category VII, which requires evi-
dence of role differentiation, seemed to be the most mature. The results tend to
support this developmental continuum hypothesis (see Table 7). Table 7 shows
that the Me Too statements of the immature Self-Referring-Including Category V
show an increase with age only for the DBL sample, who show increases with age
for almost every score, as has been pointed out. On the other hand, the Joining
statements show increases with age for most of the five samples. Most impressive
is the fact that the Collaborative Category VII shows an increase with age for
all five samples for Collaborative Discourse, Collaborative Disagree and Collab-
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orative Dramatic Play, all statistically significant increments (p < .03). Also
in support of the developwental continuum hypothesis is the 2-0-year-old data of
the longitudinal sample (Table 2, column 1). Table 2 shows Me Too and Join Me
statements at age 2-0, but almost zero Collaborative sgtatements. Indeed, Collab-
orative Discourse, like Ego-Enhancing, seems to show an abrupt increase in fre-
quency, at ages 3-0 or 3%, for all but one of the samples (advantaged white),
suggesting that the capaclty for such collaboration is related to the pivotal
ego-differentiation that seems to emerge at this age.

The results that are incongistent with the developmental continuum hypothe-
sis for the social motives (see bracketed items, Table 7) suggest that the cate-
gory system may need some revision as follows: The Me Better subcategory (see
Self-Referring-Including Category V) which shows itself to be a mature speech
function, because all five samples show an increase with age, might better be
placed in the more mature Ego-Enhancing category. Like the latter, Me Better
statements involve boasting, but a boasting of a competitive kind, indicating
that S is superior to the other. Me Better statements were placed in the Self-
Referring-Including category because, like Me Too statements, they usually &n-
volve a self-reference following another's statement (e.g., 'Mine is good'; 'Mine
is better'). However, it appears that Me Better statements, though they often
involve self-references, may need to be viewed as mature kinds of self-references
since they are likely to require the same degree of self-differentiation that any
and all boasting statements seem to require.

On the other hand, Collaborative Chanting statements (see under Category VII,
Table 7), which are also similar to Me Too statements in that both often involve
repetitions of what the other is saying, should probably be placed together with
the Me Too subcategory in Category V. The data indicate that both of these repe-
tition forms show little tendency to increase with age. Finally, the Collabora-
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tive Civing subcategory may not have shown the expected age increment deceause
seeming/y more mature nurturent responses (e.g., 'Doan't cry™) were classified
together vith what sre probadbly more tmmature responses (e.g., § extending en
object toward another with the simple word 'Here”). The latter simple response
occurred with even our youngest §s. Soae refinement of this subcategory spems
indiceted to distinguish levels of complexity here.

Other motive subcstegories. The other speech functions, learning Inplement-
ing end Reporting, were assumed to operate ot all levels of ego-diiferemtistion.
In fact, the lescniag Inplemeating, Restates 0314 Kaowledge subcategory, though it
shows no consistent age increase or decrease for any of the five samples, does
show an esrly peak for sll but the DBL sanple, followed by @ érop and & sugges-
tion of e possible later increase for three of the samples (see Tadles 2-6).
This early peak, and possible later rise, is interestiig from the point of viewv
of the word-naming function of speech, frequently described as o¢curring ian the
very early phases of speech development (Erwin-Tripp, 1968). 1n the F1$-P scor-
ing systen, word maming (e.g., 'Dumptruck,” pointing) is scored &s Reststes Old
Eaowledge, 88 ore later much more elaborate restotements of kaowledge, like “The
green ones are the weekdsys" (pofnting to calendar). The dats suggesting an
early pesk for this score, together with the suggestion of & leter increase with
ege, suggest thit this subcategory score aight batter be broken down {mto two
subscores, one for the early vord naming, end another for the leter more elabor-
ste restatements of factual informstion. Regarding the Reporting statemeats,
Reporting about the Self and Reporting abour Things seem to follow the predicted
develormentel course since Table 7 indicetec no sge increase for any of the
sasples except for the DBL sample, who show Lncresses for slmost every score.
However, Reporting abous Others shows an ege increase {or three ssmples. Since

these statements vere zlmost exclusively about peers, this (ncresse seems related
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to the fncresee with age fa statements to a child listeaer (see Appenied sxcrtes,
Tadle 7). Reportiag adout Others should possidly be moved tc one of the social
actire categoties.

Again the longitudinal seaple, with dats evaflable at the 2-0 level, tends
to support the develiopmental bypothestis that the learniang and Reporting categories
are lemature. Tedle 2 (column 1) showe that by age 2-0 Reporting statenents are
already at very high levels, vith means from 2.8 to &.5 for the three subcate-
gories, about as high as they will ever get in the age range under study, 2 to 5
vears. The Learning-Restates 014 Kaowledge subcategory, with & ucas cf 1.0 {9
also as high es it vwill ever get. Only for tha Learning-Pursues YNew Lkaowledge
subcategory (s the 2-0 mssn clearly lower than at later ages. However, {t needs
to be noted that the longitudinal sendle i9 completely atypical relative to the
other four sanples tn relatfon to this score, and cnly in relation to this score.
The longitudinal sanple te far wmore productive tham the other samples on learafag-
Pursues Mev Knovwledge. UWhether this fs becaute mothers were present for the
longitudinal sanple, or whether it {s relsted to their high IQ (mean of 132.2,
see Table 1), this interesting tangential finding werits further investigation.

Exsnining the 2-O-year-old data of the longitudinal sample (Tadble 2, colusa
1) Lt can be noted how the early msturing Reporting and Desire Implementing state-
veats doalniate the speech at thie esrly age level, with means rangiag from 2.0 to
6.8. ldext, Sut much lower {a rate ¢ >ccurreace, are Possession Rights state-
seats, Me Too, and Learning statements, with means from .5 to 1.3. Almost at
tero rates ore Igo-Inhancing aand Collsborative statements, the lale maturing per-
scaal and soclal wotives, respectively.

Appended scores. Regarding the Appended scores, Adult Listener and Asserts
Desire to Adult, ego-differentiation tteory predicted a decresse vith age, re-
flecting ss increasting differestistion of self from tha primary dependent sdult
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céretaker relaticaship, wvaile Child Listener vas expected to increase vith age
reflecting the Lncressing interection between the nevly differeatiated eelf sad
his differentiated peers. In additicn, the Appended score Modulation aad the
Subscore Colladorative Disagree, (wo scores which seemed to cover more ¢oclalized
forms of expression, vere expected to lacresase vith age, reflecting an incressed
concern for the fealiags of the other, as it developed vwith Llncreasing self-other
differentfation.

The results ¢f the analyses of variance oa Aduit Listener and Child Listener
have already been reported, shoving a sliganificasc age decrenent for the former
and {ncrement for the latter. The less poverful Siga test which Ls being applied
ia the Developsental Study shows a slzuificant incremeat for Child Listener, vith
all five samples increasing vith age. For Adult Listener, all but the DBL sanmple
show age decrements. Assertes Dealre to Adult decreased with age for two sanples,
and no semple showed en increass with age.

The eoclalized forme of expreesion, Modulation sad Collaborative Disagree,
both show (ncresses vith age for all five samples (significant at the .0) level).
Indeed, Tables 2 through 6 indicate that there 18 a tendency for both of these
scores tOo shov a sharp rise at ages &Y or 5% following the sharp rise of Ego-
Lnhancing and Colisborative Diecourse, which seems to cecur at ages 3-0 or 3).
The data suggest that these sharp incresses in socfalized forms of speech usage
may depend on the abrupt chenges is eelf-other differeatiotion reflected In the
esvlier sharp rise Ln Igo-Lahsacing statesents.

To summarize the above findings, the data support the hypotheses coaceraing
developmentsal continua of speech function reflecting an underlylag developssatsl
continvum of self- and self-other differentistion. Namely, the pereonsl func~
tlons of speech which seen to reflect little sslf-differentiation (e.g3., subcate-
gorties of Deeire Inplemeating) shov 00 tendency to Llacrease with age, while thece
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vaich reflect increasing levils of ego-differeantiation (e.g., Possessiocn Rights
laplensating aad Ego-Eahancing subcategories) show incressing evidence of age
factementa (o all five asmples. laodeed, the boasting shows an ahrupt fecrease
atound age 3, suggesting sa adrupt underlytlag structural ctange fn the ego-schena.
The same consfiderations hold for the social functions of speech. Those which
seon to require less self-other differeatistion (e.g., the Me Too subcafsgory)
shov little evidence of Llocressing vith age, while those requiring the greatest
self-other differeatlaticn (e.g., Colladorative Discourse and Dramatic Play sub-
categories) shov evidence of increasing with age in all five samples. Ilndeed,
the latter shov & continuing increase after age ). As for the other functions,
lesraning Inplementing and Reporting, the d4ata on subcategories Restates Old Knowl-
edge, Reporting about the Self, and Reporting adout Things 1adicate that these
are early foras of speech function which meintain the same level of frequency
throughout the age range under stuly. The data also indicate that Adult-Listener
stateseats and Asserts Desire to Adult are immature speech forms, while the nua-
ber of Child-Listener statements show a continuing increase with age, after age ).
Pinally, the reoults show that soclelized speech forns, including Modulation and
Collaborative Disagree, show substantial increases in frequency after sges & and
S.
Developmentsl Findings: loductive Syothesis

1f wve aext examine these speech findings, as they cluster together during
the course of development, in relation to the factor analyeis snd im relation to
the developmental course of adult- and child-directed speech, interesting overall
developmental patterns suggest themselves. Hamzly, oge 3 seems to be plvotal in
the development of preschoal patterns of everyday speech usage. At this age,
Lgo-Lnhancing statements shov a sharp rise, and & period of increasing verbal

interection vith peers bdegims, characterized by self-other differentiation, as
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scalfested {n Jolning end Collaborative statecsats. la addition, ot ages & and 3
socialized speecn forws wihich teke fato consfderstion the needs of the cther
Modulstion and Collsdorative Dissgree) degin to emmrge.

Before this pivotal shift st age 3, patterns of speech functioca consist
aainly of the tsmature Personsl msotive Desfre Ilaplementiag, the fomature sociel
sctive Me Too, end the two esrly eppesriag other motives, learning lsplementing
and Reporting about Self and adout Things. These Subcategory scores, together
with the Appended score Asserts Desira to Adult, eppesr esrly end proceed 0
maintein asbout the same frequeacy froa sge 2§ to 3%, with some samples shoving o
decresse for & fev scores. Also, beafors the J-year age level, adult-listener
talk {s at (ts highest level and procesds to decresse significently throughout
the age renge under study.

The quastiocn arises as tc whether this diverse collectioca of early speech
functions, aamsly, Asserts lesire, Me Too, Reporting aboit the Self and Things,
and learaing Inplementing, together with the Appended score Asserts Desire to
Adult, con be said to constitute 8 coherent functional umity, defining & primary
pattera of speech function ia the years before sage ). It does scea possible to
think of all these forws in the context of the primary uadifferentiated mutual
interdependence of infant sad careteker, especislly since they are sssocieted
vith 8 period of maximunm telking to adult caretakers. 1Ia this coatext, coatin-
vally esking the other tc fulfill one's desires, coantinually including oneself
fnto the verbal-social aetwork by Ma Too self-references, repeatedly teporting
®essages 83 to one's actions, cbservations, etc., and esking for or practicing
aev words (vhich fe the early fors of the learaing Implementing category) would
ceem to make up & functional unity which could be celled Primary $octally Inter-
deeendent Speech. Altogether, this speech pattern seems like & perfect fit for

the coretaker's needs for taformation, so she cin effectively carry out her rele
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ia the mutually taterdependent relatiocnship. She needs to know what the child
desires, she needs to see that ha 18 included ia the feally network, she needs

to be continually posted on his sctiocns and vhetesbouts, and she coutioually needs
to feed him nev vords so that he can better inform her of his needs, actions and
wvheresbouts.

This formuletion of & functiocnal unity for Primary Soclally Interdependent
Speech finds support from the factor analysis st the &4-yesar level. Indeed, Yoc-
tor 5, Linking to Others vwith Worde (Interdepeandence), is very similar to the
cluster which has been colled Primary Soclelly Interdependent Speech. Both the
leatte: cluster and Factor 5 coitalin the coaponect scores Asserts Desire, Asserts
Desire to Adult, Reporting sbout the Self, Reporting about Things, and Me Too.

Just s these Primary opeech forms suggest & functicaal unity, the scores
wvhich are addressed to peers suggest ancther functional unity. The cluster with
the Listener Designation go Child wight be celled §Secondery Socisble Speech since
most of the Subcategory scores ere in the socisl motive categories, and moet show
e continuing incresse sfter age 3. Here sgatla the factor analysis et the L-yesr
level supports this formiletion & @& functional unity. Factor &, Peer Interac-
tica Telk, contsins the component scores Child Listener, Join Me, Collaborative
Dramatic Pley, and Colladorstive Disctourse, 81l of which qualify for what we have
called Secondary Sociable Speech, since all sre social motive scores shoving o
coatinuing incremsnt sfter age ).

Finally, the peir of sociaiized speech forms, Moduletion and Collaboretive
Disagree, have slieady suggested & functional uanity invcolving socislized speech
forms. They seem to emerge at high frequencies ot eges & ard 5, leter than Pri-
mary end Secondary Speech. They might therefore be celled Tertfiery Socisifized
fecech.

It can be noted that esch of these speech pstierns contains some fors of




the vord 30ci4]l 1in fta ctitle. This designation serves to emphasize that ell of
these speech forwms sre sociel, or intended for faterperscasl communication, as
viewed from the perspective of the child, es has slreedy been pointed out. It s
aecessary 1o emphasize this mstter of perspective in the study of speech functions
becsuse Plaget snd Iahelder (1969) point ocut that the long-standing controversy
regerding the concept of egocentric spench derives from the feilure of his critics
to make the ksy distinctioc between the perspective of the child and that of the
odeerver. Fleget argues that vhile he would agree with his critics that esrly
speach {s socielly intercependeat from the viewpoint of the child, it is never-
theless egocertric, ia that these ""initisl soclel {nterdependencies before seven
actually attest to s ninimun of socielization, becasuse they are insufficiently
structured....iIt is iaportant, therefore, to concentrste on & reletional rether
than a conceptual anslysis end to distinguish the points of view of the subjects
and of the ocbserver in asuch & vay that certein connections may be fnterpreted
both a8 social interdependencies and 6s inadequste instruments of socislization™
(Pleget and Inhelder, 1969, p. 117).

Civen the history of confusion fia this field of speech function, the sten
gocisl vas included in the name of each of the speech clusters {deatified in the
present study to make clear that the present perspective is from the vievwpoint
of the child's need to engege in socfel opooch.”‘

In sumnary, the developmental results suggest that the pericd before sge )
fs dominated dy what may be called Primary Socielly Ianterdependent Speect «its
adult-asddressed speech et its highest level. After 3}, these eoarly speech forms
generally persist st about the same levels until ege 5, but added to thea are
mote mature speech forms which seem to reflect the increasing differentistion of
s2lf, snd of self from other. At this time, ego-enhancing statements shov an

abrupt increase, end 6 nunber of peer-addressed speech patteras which have been

Q




cslled Secondary Sociable Speech begin a continuing rise with sge. Finally,
Tertiary Socialized Speech forws, those adapted to the needs of the listener,
seea to emerge vith high frequency at age 4 or 5. The findings are consistent
with both Plagetian and psychosnslytic theorizing on the emergence of & signifi-
cant degree of ego-differeatiation at arcund age 3 (Plaget end Inhelder, 1969;
Erikson, 196)).
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IV. SOCIOLINGUISTIC STUDY

Langusge and poverty research (see Williams, 1970) has been of two kinds:
(a) rigorous quantitative studies, which focus narrowly on the adequacy of the
disadvantaged child's verbal productions, his linguistic or communication compe=-
tence and proficiency, and (b) exploratory qualitative studies, which broadly
examine social class and ethnic differences in naturalistic everyday speech usage
as a source of hypotheses concerning the factors which might influence school
performance of disadvantaged children.

The quantitative studies use verbal productivity, mean length of utterance,
or deviations from Standard English as criteria of deficit. In these studies it
is assumed that the disadvantaged child has been assessed under some ideal condi~
tion so that sftuational factors do not affect his adequacy, and that the obtain~
ed verbal deficits have implications for performance on gchool tasks. These as-
sumptions of the deficit approach have come under severe attack by linguists
(Labov, 1970; Hymes, 1971), Piagecians (Furth, 1970), and psychologists (Cazden,
1970) who have pointed out that verbal adequacy varies with situational context,
and that these quantitative indicators of verbal adequacy have lititle tc do with
the school problems ;hat poor children present.

The exploratory qualitative approach, while it is concerned with the school
problem of poor children, is not at all concerned with quantitative deficits in
verbal productions. Indeed, it represents an entirely different approach to the
language and poverty problem, which has been variously designated as ethnolin~

uistic, sociolinguistic (Hymes, 1971), or ecological (Horner and Gussow, 1972).
Instead of focusing on the adequacy of utterances, qualitative studies of every-
day speech have been concerned with the broadest pogsible range of noncognitive
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and nonlinguistic factors in the human communication experience as they impinge
on linguistic output. For example, Bernstein (1970) and Hess (1969) have focused
attention un maternal control strategies in interpersonal interaction, and how
they affect the linguistic output of children. Lebhov, Cohen, Robinsg and Lewis
(1968, Vol. II) have focused attention on the distrust of the child. These
soclolinguistic studies, while stimulating and provocative, have typically been
descriptive or anecdotal. Nor have they concerned themselves with the early
years of development.

The present study was designed to provide sociolinguistic data on the years
from 2 to 5 and to provide large enouéh samples to subject the data to statisti-
cal analysis. The study is formulated within an ecological-ethnolinguistic
framework. Qualitative differences in everyday speech usage are examined as they
naturally occur in existing preschool centers for advantaged and disadvantaged,
black and white chiidren. These qualitative differences from ages 2 to 5 are
studied as a source of hypotheses for an understanding of later school problems.

Subjects

Ss consisted of the four cross-sectional sociolinguistic samples described
in Table l--advantaged white, advantaged black, disadvantaged black higher IQ,
disadvantaged black lower IQ. The longitudinal sample was excluded because of
the special circumstances under which the data were collected.

Procedures

The data to be analyzed are contained in Tables 3 to 6, each table showing
the age level means for one of the four sociolinguistic groups. As in the Devel-
opmental Study only those 25 scores with adequate frequency (see frequency cri-
teria above) will be analyzed. The Developmental Study has examined these scores
from the viewpoint of age changes from 2 to 5 years. The present study will re-
examine the same data from a sociolinguistic point of view.
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Specifically, the Sociolinguistic Study focuses on those preschool speech
differences which might reasonably be expected to have some implications for
later school performance. To meet this objective, the following three criteria
were established:

1. Congistency for advantaged groups. Both advantaged groups, black and
white, must share in common the difference with the disadvantaged samples. This
requirement was necessitated by the findings on total productivity of adult-di-
rected and child-directed speech (see Figure 1). It will be recalled that rela-
tive to both disadvantaged groups, the advantaged white sample produced signifi-
cantly more adult-addressed speech, while the advantaged black sample produced
significantly more child-directed speech. Since both of these advantaged groups
are expected to do well in school, given their high social standing and their
above average 1Qs, these findings indicate that it is possible for advantaged
preschoolers to differ in speech characteristics from disadvantaged groups in
ways that are not necessarily associated with later school success.15 Since the
present study, like most language and poverty research (Williams, 1970), is con-
cerned with speech differencss which are associated with later school success,
only those speech characteristics which both advantaged groups share in common,
and which significantly distinguish each advantaged group from the disadvantaged
groups, will concern us here.

2. Consistency for disadvantaged groups. The lower IQ disadvantaged group,
while it may differ from both advantaged groups to a greater or lesgser degree as
compared with the same difference for the higher IQ disadvantaged group, may not
differ from both advantaged groups in a direction opposite to that of the higher
1Q disadvantaged group. This requirement was necessitated by the fact that while
the higher IQ disadvantaged group has the methodological virtue of being crudely

‘mgrched in Iijith both advantaged groups, decades of research on the Binet
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indicate that it is the lower IQ disadvantaged group which is by far the most
vulnerable from the viewpoint of later school functioning. Therefore, a decre-
ment or increment for the higher IQ disadvantaged group relative to the advan-
taged groups, that is not also shared by the lower IQ disadvantaged group, would
be extraordinarily difficult to interpret from the viewpoint of later school
functioning.

3. Consistency across the age range under study. The difference between
advantaged and disadvantaged groups must be consistent acrogs the age range
under study. The age consistency criterion was necessitated by the fact that
given the large number of scores with adequate frequency to be studied, 25 in
all, and the four age-level means for each score, a certain number of signifi-
cant differences between advantaged and disadvantaged means would be expected on
the basis of chance alone. The three consistency criteria adopted, consistency
for advantaged groups, for disadvantaged groups, and the age range, served to
reduce the possibility of chance significant differences.

The requirement of age consistency also served to eliminate gcores showing
what might be called developmentally meaningless interactions between age level
and sociolinguistic group, for example, a significant difference between advan-
taged and disadvantaged groups at age levels 3% and 5%, but not at 2% and 4%.
There seemed to be no point in accumulating lists of such puzzling findings,
since developmental theory could provide no parsimonious way of interpreting

them at this time. Concerning what might be called developmentally meaningful

interactions between age and sociolinguistic group, there seemed to be three
possibilities: (a) that advantaged and disadvantaged groups become more diescrep-
ant with age; (b) that they become less discrepant; or (c).that the direction of
the discrepancy reverses itself in the middle of the age range under study, be-

tween ages 3’ and 4%. The data of Tables 3 to 6 were graphed and inspected to
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identify these three possibilities. No examples of the reversal effect were
found. Examples of increasing and decreasing discrepancy were found, but the
preliminary statistical test adopted for assersing the significance of age con-
sistency (see below) excluded none of these scores from the final statistical
analysis.

Finally, it may be noted thai it was possible to modify the age cons’stency
criterion for late-maturing scores (those showing significant age increments as
listed in Table 7).if they failed to demonstrate age consistency in the total age
range from 2% tc S%. Since these scores tended to show very low frequencies at
age 2%, age consistency was required only for the age range from 3% to 5%.

The statistical procedures for evaluating whether these three consistency
criteria were met consisted of two steps. For the first step, preliminary Sign
tests were applied to identify those scores which met the three consistency cri-
teria on the basis of the direction of the mean differences, i.e., a consistent
increment (or decrement) for both advantaged groups as compared to both disadvan-
taged groups. The Sign test sthed a significant degree of consistency in the
direction of the mean difference (p < .02, two-tailed test) if both advantaged
groups showed higher (or lower) means than both disadvantaged groups in at least
13 of the 16 mean age comparisons of Tables 3 tn 6. For the iate-maturing
scores, a consistent increment (or decrement) could be demonstrated
(p < .02, two-tailed test) if both advantaged groups showed higher (or lower)
means than both disadvantaged groups in at least 10 of the 12 mean age compari-
sons of Tables 3 to 6, covering the age range from 3% to 5%.

For the final step of the statistical procedure, 3-way anaiyses of variance,
sociolinguistic group by age by sex, with replication for sex, were applied to
those scores showing a significant degree of consistency on the Sign test. The
preliminary Sign test was applied because analysis of variance takes into account
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both the size and the direction of mean differences, so that large disiferences in
size can compensate for differences in the direction of the mean difference, f
the latter differences are small. The Sign test additional requirement of s
significant degree of consistency in the direction of the mean difference vas
yet another precautionary measure for preventing chance significant differences.
The other precautionacy measures are inherent {in the three consistency criteria
defined above.
Results

The following seven scores show a significont increment for both advantaged
groups compared to both disadvantaged groups on the Sign tegt: the Subcategory
scores, Asserts Desire, Me Too, Collaborative Disagree, Collsborative Dramatic
Play, Reporting about Self; and the Appended scores, Asserts Desire to Adult snd
Modulation. Except for Colleborative Disagree, all scores, including the late-
maturing Collaborative Dramatic Play and Modulstion, show {ncrements for the ad<
vantaged groups for at least 13 of the 16 mean age level comparisons covering the
total age renge from 2% to 5%. For the late-maturting Collaborative Disagree. 10
of the 12 mean age level comparisons {in the age range 3% to 54 shov the increment
for botﬂ advantaged groups. The Sign test revealed no score with & significant
increment for both disadvantaged groups as compsared to both advantaged groups.

Table 8 summarizes the results of the analyses of variance for each of these

Insert Table 8 about here

seven scores. The four age level means for the four sociolinguistic groups for
each of these seven scores can be found in Tables ) to 6. Figures 3 to 9 graph-
fcally plot these age level means, with each figure showing the results for each

of the seven scores as listed sbove, respectively.

................. Coprerascsarendons

Insert Figures 3-9 about here
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Por esch of the sevea scores, Tadle 8 lists the [ retic end shows the prob-
adility values for the msin varisblers, soclolingulstic group, age,eand sex, and
for the {ntersction terms. It can be seen thet 6ll scores show a sfignificant
effect of socfolinguistic group, which 18 not surprising considering the rigor-
ous demands cf the Freliminary Sign test. Three scores shovw significant ege
effects, an age decrement for Asserts Desire to Adult (see Figure 8), and an age
{acrement for Colledorative Disagree (see Figure 3) and Modulatica (see Figure 9).
Only one score, Asserts Desire to Adult, etiows a significant sex effect in favor
of girles. Except for e significant intersctiocn between age and soclolinguistic
group for the gcores iMe Too and Collaborative Disagree, Teble 8 sliows no other
sigaificant interactions.

The key questica for the preseat study is wvhether sny of these scores, all
shovwing significent sociolinguistic nain effects, fulfill the three required
consistency criteris: (a) that both black and white advantaged §¢ share in com-
mon 8 significant difference from the disadventsged groups; (b) that, relative
to the advanteged groups, the lover 1Q disadvantaged group shows 8 difference in
the ssee direction as the higher $Q dissdventaged group; and (c) that the Jiffer-
ences betveen sdvantaged and disadvantaged groups re consdistent across the age
range under study, unless a develcpmentaliy mesantngful tateraction between age
and sociolingutstic group cen be denonsireted.

Taking the ege consistency criteriom first, it tas been noted (see Tadle 8)
that the only scores with 8 significant intersction betveen age and sociolinguis-
tic group were Me Yoo (see Figure &) aad Collabdorstive Disagree (see Figure 5).
Inspection of Figures & 3nd 5 indicate that these significant interactioas are
developmentally sssningful {a that both acores shov & decreasing discrepancy te-
tveen edvantaged snd dissdventaged groupe with age. Schc(f: tests support this
:?mrenntoa in that mefither of these scores shovw significaant sociolinguistic
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differencss ac age 5§, wvhile M2 Too shows significant soclolinguistic differences
for ages 2§ to &Y, and the late-meturing Colladorative Disagree showe significaat
differences for sges I} to &k (see report of Scheffe tests below). Altogether,
the criterion of consistency across the age reage, ot a developmentally meaning-
ful {ntereactioa with age, is fulfilled by all seven scores.

Regarding the critericn that the lover IQ disadvaataged proup, relative to
the advsntaged group, shows a difference in the seme direction as the higher 1Q
disadvanisged grouy, tH9 VETF satm Teuitemint was deminded by the preliminmsry
Sign test, so that 8ll seven scores have alresdy met this criterioa.

Fioally, to evaluate wvhether the first criterion wes met, that esch of the
advaatage! groupe, both black and white, shares in common a significant differ-
ence in Jelation to the disedvantaged groups, {t was necessary to carry out
Schcﬁo' tests, comparing the msans of each of the four soctoliaguistic groups,
for each of the seven measures. Table 9 liests these means as followe: for tChose
scores with no significent interscticn betveea age and sociolinguistic group,
the means for all four age levels are averaged for each of the socloliaguistic
groupe ; for Me Too and Collsdorative Disagree, with significant fatersctions de-
tweea 33 and soctolinguistic group, the age level mesans are averaged for that
portion of the age range where the Schcﬂc’ tests showv significant soclolinguistic
differences, 2§ to 4§ for the score Me Too, and 3% to 44 for the score Collebor-

ative Dissgree.

I I R T XTI L R R Y Y YR T X X

lasert Table 9 about hare

Tchle 9 also indicates the probability values for the RMH: tests as
follows: vhen the aean of the adventaged group, black or white, shows a sigaffi-
cant increment relative to the means of bdoth disadvantaged groups, the notations
§ &8d | are shown sbove the adveataged sesn; vhea the advantaged group shows a
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significsant tacrement ocaly for the lower IQ disadvantaged group, the notation [
is shown. There were no (nstasnces wvhere the advantsged mean shoved & significant
tncrenent for the highet 1Q disedvartaged sean vithout also showing ocne for the
lower 1Q disadvantaged mean. There vere also ao fastances of a significant d4if-
ference between the means of the twvo dissdvaantaged groups, higher sad lower IQ.
There was only one instance of & significant difference fin the means of the ad-
vantaged groups, black and vhite; the score Collaborative Diaagree at ages 3§ to
4y shoved s significant increment for the black sdvantaged growp.

As can be geen in Table 9, the caly scores with both advantsged groups each
shoving & significant increment telative to the dissdvantaged groups are Modulas-
tion, vith significant increments for both the disadvantaged groups, and Asserts
Desire to Adult, vith significant tncremeats for the lower 1Q disadvantaged group
only. Othervise, the advantaged white group showed significant increments for
Asserts Desire an;i Reporting about Self; and the advantaged black group showed
significant increments for Me Too, Collaborative Disagree and Collaborative
Dramatic Flay. 1t {s the two Appended scores, Modulation and Asserts Desire to
Adulte, ;t";lch meet 81l three consistency criteria,

Discussion

The fact that only two preschool speech scores, Modulation and Asserts
Desire to Adult, vere identified, which may have implications for later school
performance, la directly related to the requiremeat that both black and white
adventaged e share in common a significent difference with the disadvantaged
groups. Had ounly the advantaged black $s been compsred to the disadvantaged
black §s, & number of child-directed Secondsry Sociable Speech pstterns would
have shown a significant increment for the advantaged group. The finding of a
significant incresent for the sdventaged blacks oa the Child-Listener score has
lllrudy been noted (see Pigure 1). Table 9 also shows aignificant increments
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for the blachk sdventaged §s for twd scores with the Listener Designacion §o
Child, nemely, Collaborative Dramatic Play and Colladorative Disagree. Nowvever,
the fact that the advaataged white, wvhao are likely to do 23 well in school as ad-
vaataged blacks, do not show comparadle sigrnificent increseats for these child-
directed scores (Child Listener /[see Figure )/, Collaborstive Dramatic Play, and
Colladorative Disagree [see Table 2/) makes the increment for the advantaged
blacks ambiguous from the viewpoint of the Lmplications for school performance.
Indeed, consistent with the white §o' higher productivity of edult -eddressed
speech (see Figure 1), Table 9 shovs that the increments specific to the advan-
taged whites occurred ca the sasrly-saturing Primary Speech pettera (i.e., Asserts
Desire and Reporting about Self), while increments specific to the advantaged
blacks tended to occur on the Secondary Speech pattern.

In any case, the two significant increments which both advantaged groups
share in commin are particularly interesting in that they are consistent wvwith
previous research ané theory in this field. It bears repesting before proceeding
with the discussion that the sociolinguistic spproach, to date, has Leen highly
intuftive and highly speculative. Informal observetion in naturalistic situa-
ticas form the basis for speculation on possible relationships between the intei-
cate process of everyday humen communicatica and school performance (Bernstein,
1962, 1965, 1970; Labov, et al., 1968; Labov, 1970). Civen the preliminary ex-
ploratory nature of research in this field, the follovwing discussion must be
viewed as & tentative attempt to generate hypotheses for future research.

Regarding the Modulation score, the findings are consistent with Mess' re-
search, waich is formulated in the frumework of Bernstein's (1962, 1963) socio-
linguistic theories concerning interpersonal control strategies (Hess, 1969; and
Shipman, 1965). HMess finds that lower-class black mothers are more apt to use
imperative-norastive control strategies with their children, while middle-class
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blacks use more cognitive-rational and personsl-subjective strategies. The

former involve crders, acconpenied by appeals to axisting norms, e.g., "Do it
becouse 1 told you" or ‘Do it because that's the vay we do it.” The cognitive-
rational stretegy involves appeals to reason, e.g., ‘Do it beceuse it may fsll”;
and the perrmnal-suhblective strategory involves appesls to ressons vhich are coa-
cerned with personal feelings, e.g., "Do it so you don't turt her feeliags.™ It
is obvious that the latter two middle-class strategies require much greater use
of wvhat we call Modulation--explanation, justificatiom, rationalization, attempts
at verbal persuasion, etc. The present data indicate that these soclal class
differences in communicition are apparent as early as the preschool years.
1ndeed, these verbal modulations way be the earliest msnifestations of what
Bernstein has called the glaborated linguistic code, which he characterizes as
context-free, universalistic, and adstrect in contraat to his restricted 1in-
guisgic code which ts context-bound, particularistic, and concrete. The middle-
class control strategies which Hess describes are manifestations of the elador-
sted code; the lower class cof the restricted code. The modulations of ouw? young
preschoolers gererally appeal to universalistic principles vhich go far beyond
the fmmediate context. For example, 3 child may attempt to persuade the other

vith the appeal, "You promised,”™ or he may explain that the reason he ig not
willing to share his toy is because it is ‘brand new. "

Froa the point of view of later school functioning, it seems evident that
school life ie dominated by the kind of rational telking-it-over processes in-
volved in verbal wmodulations, explanations, juatifications, etc. To the degree
that the preschooler comes to s-hool well versed in the why-and-because processes

that seem tc be involved in these modulations, he would seem better prepsred to

deal with the wvhy and becauses involved in school teaching and learning. 1In e

similar vein, Bernstein (1970) arguses that since schiiol life is doaninated by the
Q
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elaborated code, lower-cless chilliren are limited by their inexpericace vwith the
code.

The fresent dats, while consistent with Dernatein’s socioliaguistic theory,
also suggest that it may be important to add s develcpmentsl perspective. Bern-
stein (1962, 1965) has specifically rejected a developmental perspective. He
argues that his elaborated code is not & more advanced foram of communication,
pointing out that members of both social classes adopt a restricted code when
comrunicating {n intimite or rituslized situations vhere the elaborated code is
not required. The present developmental-sociolinguistic data indicate that while
there may be situations which do not require elaborated modulations, {t is pos-
sible tc fail to develc)d such techriques sufficiently, so that they are less
available when one might chocse to use then as, for example, in school situaticans.

Given the non-egalitarian fmplications of a developmental approach, it should
be pointed out ' hat the opposite pattern of overdevelopment of modulations, or
overqualifications and overtemporizing, as Labov (1970) describes it, has besa
noted to be a serious probivm in wmiddle-class speech {lLalov, 1370). The clinical
psychologist realdily recognizes this pattern (so well exemplified in the speech
of Labov's case of Mr. C. /Labov, et al., 1968/) as a manifestation uf the defense
of overintellectualization, characteristic of obsessicnal personalities (Rapaport,
Gill, and Schafer, 1946). However, this type of problem {s not usually associat-
ed with reading problema. 1ndeed, wost college professors (including the author)
could probably qualify as overintellectualizers, overmcdulators or overqualifiers,
hut they usually have no trouble learaning to read, which presumably is the implic-
it core problem in most language and poverty research.

Turning to & discuszion of the score Asserts Desire to Adult, which shows an
increment for both of the advantaged groups only for the lower 1Q disadvantaged
group, this finding is highly consistent with the results of White's recent
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studies of copoetence in preschocl childrean (White, in press). White defines
conpetence in terms of 1Q, as well a5 other tactors. HNHis more competent pre-
schoolers, compered to the less coapetent, show more instrumental dependence on
adults in their overall gsocial behavior. The present findings oa instrumental
dependence in social speech are consistent with White’s findings on {natrumintal
dependence in overall soclal behavior, {n that the score Asserts Desire to Adult
ies specifically essoclated with lover IQ. The more competent higher 1Q disadvan-
taged group does not show 8 significant decrement for this score.

Regarding implications of this speech finding for later school functioning,
lov levels of Asserts Desire to Adult would seem to reflect an insufficient re-
liance on, or trust in, adults which might easily jeopurdize the sensitive rela-
tionship between student «nd teacher in the early years of school when reading
and vriting cre acquired. 1la thés connection, it is important to consider the
significant sex difference which wvas found with regard to the score Asserts
Desire to Adult. This sex difference, in favor of girls, directly parallels the
sex differences in reading ability in fevor of girls, which is consistently re-
ported in the literature. That is, the data on esex differences corroborate the
dats on sociolinguistic differences in suggesting an association tetween instru-
mental dependence on adulte and performance on school tasks.

Finally, it chould be noted that the present formulation concerning & trust-
ing relationship with the adult caretaker is consietent with the sociolinguistic
formilations of Labov, et al. (1968), at the same time suggesting the addition
of a developmental perspective which is missing from Labov's eociolinguistic
theory. Labov has studied communication among peers in black ghetto adolescent
street gangs and has emphasized hovw these children, so talkative on the streets,
clam up in distrust and suspicion in the presence of the largely vhite middle-
~lags pover elite at school--the teacher and th: tester. The present data
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indicate that the black disadvantage? cuild's distrust of adults may long ante-
date his arrival at school. Even as young as age 2, even in the permissive en-
vironment of free play at his community preschool center, staffed mainly by
menbers of his own ethnic group, he is less apt to rely on adults to gratify his
desires than js the advantaged child.

Civen the non-egalitarian nature of a developmental approach, it {s important
to note that psychologists hive observed the opposite developmental pattern of
excessive dependence on adults, perticularly in asscciation with first-born sta-
tus among middle-class children, add that difficulties in living have becn iden-
tified in sesociation with this pattern (Kagan, 1969). Nevertheless, it needs to
be pointed out that, unlike the lower-class pattern, this opposite pattern of ex-
cessive adult dependence in middle-class first borns is typically associated with
above average acadenic performance, high 1Q, and later intellectual achievement
(Ragan, 1969).

Heretofore, we have been discuseing the sociolinguistic findings on Asserts
Desire to Adult and those for Modulation separately. The difference in the
speech findings between the higher and lowez IQ disadvantaged groups suggest a
plausible avenue of approach for integrating the data on the two scores. Scheffe
tests indicate that the higher 1Q group shows & significant decrement only for
the later maturing Modulation, vhile the lower 1IQ group shows a significant decre-
went for both the early appearing Asserts Desire to Adult and the late appearing
Modulation. It would appear that when the fmpact of poverty is severe enough to
affect preschool 1Q, that both the early and later phases of interpersonal com-
munication have been affected, while, wvhen the impact of poverty is less severe
so that preschool 1Q is minimally affected, then only che later stage, involving
the development of modulations, has been affected.

This two-phase developmental sequence could provide the basis for a develop-
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mental-sociolingu}stic theory which integrates both the sociolinguistic theories
of Labov concerning trust in adult teachers, and the theories of Bernstein con-
cerning elaborated speech forms. It would also serve to integrate sociolinguistic
theory with the developmental theories of Erikson (1963) and Piaget (1926). Erik-
son's psychoanalytic theory emphasizes the necessity of an adequate development

of basic trust as the foundation for the later development of all socialized forms
of hehavior, all of which require the modulaticn of one's own behavior for the
sake of cne other. Pilaget, addressing himself to speech development in particu-
lar, describes a developmental progression toward more socialized forms of speech
which take into consideration the needs of the listener. Could not this develop-
mental progression be impeded by undermining the child's innocent faith that the
adult world will meet his needs when asked to do so?

It has been the explicit aim of the Sociolinguistic Study, like most of cur-
rent sociolinguistic research, to generate hypotheses concerning the relationship
between the complex prccess of human communication, with its plethora of noncagni-
tive and nonlinguistic, social and motivational factors, and the performance of
school children on cognitive tasks. The sociolinguistic approach rejects the as-
sumption of a generalized linguistic deficit, independent of context; linguistic
output {8 assumed to depend on context. For this reason, the data on the present
sociolinguistic samples could have been different had the samples been observed
in different contexts, for example, if the disadvantaged black;'ﬁad been bussed
to integrated preschools rather than attending their own community group care
centers. The context of the present study, namely, existing community group care
centers in a large urban area, was chosen because of the obvious relevance for

deriving educational implications for existing urban programs.
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V. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Speech development is rarely studied from a functional-motivational point of
view, despite the fact that both mothers at home (White, 1971), and teachers who
adopt a whole-child approach at preschool (Biber, et al., 1971) rely heavily on
the child's self-motivated speech to get in motion his everyday verbal transac-
tions. To date, research in language development has focused on syntax and se-
mantics (Bloom, in press), while studies of speech development have focused on
the adequacy of interpersonal communication (Piaget, 1926; Flavell, 1968) or on
intrapersonal speech (Vygotsky, 1962; Luria, 1961; Kendler, 1963). Little atten-
tion has been paid to the nonlinguistic and noncognitive, motivational, personal
and social aspects 9f interpersonal speech. Indeed, it is the sociolinguists or
ethnolinguists (Bernstein, 1970; Labov, 1970; Hymes, 1971), rather than the psy-
chologists, who have been urging us to examine the complex process of human com-
munication in its intricate socilal everyday context. Recent soclolinguistic re-
search on older children and adults suggests that patterns of everyday interper-
sonal speech usage may have important impiications for zhe poverty school problem.
Yet, we have little data on how these patterns develop in early childhood or on
early sociolinguistic differences. The present Methodological, Developmental,
and Sociolinguistic Studies were designed to provide this data for ages 2 through
s.

1. Methodological Study. The aim of the Methodological Study was to develop
a scoring scheme for the functions of spontaneous interpersonal preschool speech
from the viewpoint of the child's need to talk. The scoring scheme, called the
FIS-P, was developed inductively oan the basis of 6,000 statements from 150 pre~
schoolers, advantaged and disadvantaged, black and white. The Abbreviated Form
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of the FIS-P, used in the prcsent project, ylelds Subcategory scores in nine
major scoring vategories as follows: There are categories for personal motives,
Expressive, Desire lmplementing, Possession Rights Implementing, and Ego-Enhanc-
ing; categories for social motives, Self-Referring-Including, Joining, and Collab-
orative; categories for other motives, Learning Implementing and Reporting. There
are also Appended scores, Adult Listener for utterances addressed to adults; Child
Listener for utterances addressed to other children; Asserts Desire to Adult for
desire assertions addressed to adults; and Modulation covering explanations, jus-
tifications, ratibnalizations, attempts at verbal persuasion, etc., often begin-
ning with the word 'because.' There are also Listener Designations for FIS-P
scores addressed mainly or exclusively to adult or child listeners. Altogether
25 scores of adequate frequency were subject to study.

The scoring scheme i{s applied to each spontaneous utterance, intended for
interpersnnal communication, as recorded in 12 3-minute language samples per S.
or eacti TIS-P score the number of the 12 observation intervals in which the
score occurs is measured. This interval measure was adopted to deal with the
problems of variation in verbal productivity, and continuations or repetitions in
conversation. Scorer agreement was found to be 737, comparable to other studies
of motivational variables., Consigstency of scores per S yielded a reliability of
.67 on a small pilot sample. To examine the intercorrelations among FIS-P scores,
factor analysis on a sample of 57 4-year-olds was carried out. The following five
factors were found: Factor 1, Adult Oriented Talk (Dependency and Identifica-
tion); Factor 2, Aggressive Talk (Negative Self-Assertion); Factor 3, Ego Thrust
Talk (Positive Self-Aggertion); Factor 4, Peer Iuteraction Talk; and Factor 5,
Linking to Others with Words (Interdependence).

2, Developmental Study. In the Developmental Study, changes in FIS-P scores

from ages 2 to 5 were examined, Developmental data were collected on five
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samples, a small longitudinal sample of four advantaged white Ss observed at ages
2-0, 2%, 3-0, 3%, and 4%, and a large cross-sectional sample of 170 Ss, consist-
ing of four sociolinguistic groups, advantaged white, advantaged black, disadvan-
taged black, all groups of above average mean Binet 1IQ, plus a disadvantaged
black group of below average mean Binet IQ. For each of the four soclolinguistic
samples there were subgroups at ages 2%, 3%, 4%, and 5%, with an equal number of
boys and girls in each subgroup. Data were collected in 20 urban preschool set-
tings, with 39 different groups.

The four cross-sectional samples showed differences in verbal productivity
as follows: Analysis of variance (sociolinguistic group by age by sex, with rep-
lication for sex) indicated that the productivity of adult- and child-addressed
statements was disparate both with regard to age zad sociolinguistic group. The
amount of speech addressed to adults was found to decrease significantly from
age 2 to 5, and the advantaged white group produced significantly more of these
statements than either of the disadvantaged groups. On the other hand, the amount
of child-directed speech showed a significant age increment from 2 to 5 years, and
the advantaged black group produced significantly more of these statements than
either of the disadvantaged groups. These quantitative differences in the overall
productivity of udult- and child-directed speech were taken into account in inter-
preting the qualitative differences in speech patterns (FIS-P scores) found in
the Developmnantal and Sociolinguistic Studies.

Developmental hypotheses concerning the FIS-P scores were generated by the
theoretical considerations of Piaget (1926; and Inhelder, 1969) concerning the
underlying structural development of pelf- and self-other (speaker-listener) dif-
ferentiation. Considerations concerning self-differentiation suggested a develop-
mental continuum of speech function for the personai motive Subcategory scores as

follows: Category I Expressive statements gseemed most immature since they appear
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to require no self-differentiation; Category II Desire assertions alsoc seemed
immature 8ince they appear to require only the differentiation of momentary need
states., Category III Possession Rights statements seemed more mature in that
they appear to require a self-acﬁema which transcends time, so that objects can
be viewed as belonging to the self beyond the present moment. Category IV Ego-
Enhancing statements seemed most mature in that they appear to require the devel-
opment of a self-schema with well differentiated, lasting attributes, which g can
boast about,

Congiderations concerning self-other differentiation suggested a developmen-
tal continuum of speech function for the social motive Subcategory score as fol-
lows: The Self-Referring Me Too statements of Category V seemed to reflect a
minimum of differentiation, with S imitatively referring to himself any statement
the other has said, as if the distinction between the self and the other is blur-
red. The Joining statements of Category VI seemed to reflect an increasging self-
other differentiation in that the child actively seeks out a union with another,
rather than merely reacting imitatively to another. The Collaborative statements
of Category VII seemed to reflect the highest degree of self-other differentiation
in that evidence of role differentiation is required, with the self and the lis-
tener taking complementary positions in an action project or purely verbal discus-
sion.

Finally, Categories VII, Learning Implementing, and IX, Reporting, were
placed at the end of the list of categories because they seemed to stand outside
the developmental sequence covered by Categories I through VII. Learning imple-
menting and reporting statements seemed to. occur throughout the life cycle, at
all levels of ego-differentiation. Howéver, a constant reporting of one's own
experience seemed likely to be an especially prominent feature of the primary

adualistic state, where the line is blurred between thinking to oneself and



sharing one's thought with others.

The developmental findings, with minor exceptions, support these developmen-
tal hypotheses. The most mature of the personal motive stetements, Ego-Enhancing,
shows a significant i{ncrement with sge, & doubling in frequency er around ege J,
leveling off theresfter, from 3 to 5. The most mature of the so« ial motive state-
ments, Collaborative, also shows & significant age increment coming into promi-
nence at around age 3, and showing @ continuing increase thereafter. The fmma-
ture personal motive statemeants Expressive gnd Desire lmplemeanting, the immature
social motive Me Too sfatementa, and the immature Learning Implementing and Re-
porting statements show almost no evidence of increase with age from 2 to 5.

They appear early and tend to maintain the same levels of productivity from 2 to
5, with some samples showing decreases on some scores.

The developmental findings were also examined inductively as they cluster
together at the age levels from 2 to 5, and in relation to the factorial clusters
as well as the overall age decrement for adult-addressed statements and age f{ncre-
ment for child-addressed statements. The results indicate that age ) is pivotal
in the development of preschool patterrms of everyday speech usage. Before 3,
speech consists mainly of desire implementing; 'me too" self-referring; learning
implementing (word naming); and reporting about the self and things, with adult-
addressed speech at its highest levels. Structurally, from the point of view of
the underlying structure of the self, these early speech patterns seem to reflect
the primary adualistic state which Piaget calls egocentric. Functionally, from
the point of view of the child’s need to talk, this early speech repertoire seems
optimally suited for fostering the primary attachment between child and caretaker,
and for insuring maximum gratification during this primary mutually interdepend-
ent attachment. We have called this repertoire Primary Socially Interdependent

Speech. The factor analysis provides evidence of factorial validity for this
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cluster in that Factor &, Linkiag to Others with Words (Iaterdeceadence), is al-
mcet identical to the cluster we have cal'ed Prisary Speech.

After age 3, Primary Speech tends to persist at the same frequency until age
5, but added to it are later msturing sperech functions which seem to reflect the
increasing differentiation of self from other. After ), ego-enhanciag boasting
statements show &n abrupt incresse, and & group of child-addressed speech pat-
terns, consisting mainly of joining and coilsborative statemtats, begla & con-
tinuing rise with age, as does the overall productivity of child-addressed state-
mentd. We have called this peer-addressed cluster Secondary Sociable Speech.
Again the factor enalysis provides evidence of factorial validity for this
cluster, in that Factor &, Peer Interaction Talk, is almost identical to the
cluster we have called Secondary Speech.

Finally, a pair of speech patterns which seem to be adapted to the needs of
the listener, called Jertiary Socjalfzed Speech, seems to emerge at ages & or 5.
These patterns includ¢ modulations (explanations, justifications, etc.) and dis-
agreeing in a collaborative discourse. Here the factor analysis does not provide
validation of this pairing, probably because the factorial study was carried out
at the 4 year level, when both of these patterg; are just beginning to emerge.

It can be seen that the Developmental Study reveals uevelopmental continua
of speech function which seem to reflect the underlying development of self- and
self-other differentiation. In this respect the findings are similar to those
of the speech studies of Piaget (1926). However, there are important differences.
Piaget's categories of jpeech function were constructed from the perspective of
the observer, whereas the FIS-P classifies speech function from the viewpoint of
the child, i.e., his motives to talk. In addition, Piaget focuses on the devel-
opmental shift at age 7, while the present study focuses on developments from

sge 2 to 5. Within the latter age range, both Piaget (and Inhelder, 1969) and
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peychoanalytic theory (Erikson, 196)) propose that age ) is pivotal {n the emer-
gence of a significant degree of ego-differeatiation. The present findings support
this position, showing a distinct shift in everyday speech usage at sround age ).
). Sociclinguistic Study. PFor the Sociolinguistic Study, the data of the
four cross-sectional saaples (advantaged white, advantaged black, disadvantaged
black higher IQ and dissdvaucaged black lower 1Q) were exazined in an effort to
identify preschool speech patteras that might have implications for later school
functioning. With this aim in mind, and also to avoid obtaining sociolinguistic
differences on the basis of chance alone, the following three criteria needed to
be met before considering an FIS~-P speech score of possible sociolinguistic eignif-
fcance: (a) Consistency for both advantaged groups. Given the finding that ad-
vantaged black Ss show an increment :n child-directed speech relative to the dis-
advantaged Ss, while advantaged whites show an increment in adult-directed speech,
and given the expectation that both of these advantaged preschool groups will per-
form well in school, it was required that both advantaged groups share in common
a signif: -ant difference from the disadvantaged groups. (b) Consistency for both
disadvantaged groups. Given the fact that the lower IQ disadvantaged group f{s
more vulnerable to schocol problems than the higher 1Q group, it was required that
the former share in common with the latter the direction (increment or decrement)
of the mean difference from the advantaged groups. {(c) Consistency across age
levels. Given the large number of means to be compared, with 25 scores of ade-
quate frequency and four age-level means for each score, it was required that
sociolinguistic differences show consistency across the age range under study, un-
less a meaningful interaction with age could be demonstrated (i.e., advantaged and
disadvantaged groups become either more or less discrepant with agz).

The age consistency criterion was intended to markedly reduce the possibility
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of odtafaing sociolinguistic differences purely on the basis of ctisnce. The
other two consistency criteries also served to svert this possibdility. Finally,
as 8 further effort {n this direction, consistency scross the age renge in the
direction of the difference (increment or docrement) between sdvanteged and dis-
adventaged groups vas required, 8o that large differences between social clesses
at some age lovels vould not be allowed to compensate for reversals in the direc-
tion of the soctal-clese differences. This final requirement wa:~ {mplemented by
spplying @ Sign test to the 16 mean age-level comparisons for each FIS-P score.
Only 1{f the score showed en increment (or decrement) for the edventeged Ss {n 13
of the 16 comparisons, significant et the .02 level on & two-teiled test, was the
score subject to further enalysts.

The following seven speech scores showed significant increments for the ed-
vanteged groups reletive to the d;a.dv.nt.ged groups on the Sign test: the Sub-
category scores Asserts Desire, Me Too, Collaborstive Dissgree, Collaborative
Dramatic Play, Reporting about Self; snd the Appended scores Asserts Desire to
Adult end Modulation. There were no scores showing a significent increment for
the disadvantaged groups.

The final step in the statf{stical treatment consisted of a }-way analysis
of variance (socifolinguistic group by age by sex, with replication for sex) for
the seven scores which showed a significant difference on the Sign test. The
analysis of variance, plus Scheffé tests, served to {dentify those scores which
fulfilled the three consistency criteria, consistency for both advantaged groups,
for both disadvantaged groups, and across the age range under study. The tests
shoved that the scores which fulfilled all three criteria were Modulation, with
significant increments for each of the advantaged groups (black and white) rela-
tive to each of the disadvantaged black groups (higher and lower IQ), and Asserts

Desire to Adult, with significant increments for each of the advantaged groups




relative to the lower 1Q disadvantaged group.

The finding that only two scores showed significant sociolinguistic differ-
ences was directly related to the requirement that both advantaged groups share
{n common the difference froam the disadvariiaged groups. Several scores showed
an incremeat only for the advantaged black group, namely, Me Too, Collabocative
Disagree, &nd Collaborative Dramatic Play, while other scores showed an fncrement
only for the advantaged white group, Asserts Desire and Reporting about Self.
These discrepancies are no doubt related to the advantaged black {ncrement for
child-addressed speech and the advantaged white {ncrement for adult-directed
speech. The speech patterns showing an increment for the advantaged blacks are
nmafinly components of the cluster Secondary Sociable Speech, associated with an
fncreasing predominance of child-addressed speech. On the other hand, scores
showing an increment for the advantaged whites are components of the cluster
P-imary Speech, associated with the highest levels cf adult-directed speech.

In any case, these two significant soctiolinguistic findings, for Modulation
and Asserts Desire to Adult, are {nteresting because they are consi{stent with
the existing literature in the field. The finding of significantly more Modula-
tion speech for the advantaged Ss is consistent with Hess' (1969) research form-
‘ulated fn the framework of Bernstein's (1962, 1965) sociolinguistic theories.
Hess finds that lower-class black mothers are more apt to use imperative-norma-
tive control strategies with their children, while middie-class blacks use more
cognitive-rational and personal-subjective control strategies. The latter two
strategies relative to the former would seem to require much greater use of
Modulation--explanation, justification, etc. The present data suggest that these
social class differences in the use of verbal modulations are evident as early as
the preschool years.

This preschool data on Modulation sugﬁeat that a developmental perspective
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be added to Bernstein's (1962, 1965, 1970) sociclinguistic formilations. As
esrly as age 4 or 5, vhen these socislized speech forms degin to emeyge, they
appesar to be more highly developed in sdvantaged Ss relative to disadventaged.

Turning to the results for Asserts Desire to Adult, the finding that both
adventeged groups show an increment relative to the lower IQ disadvaataged group,
snd no significent difference relative to the higher IQ disadventaged group, is
consistent with the results of White's receat studies of competence in young
children (White, in press). White defines competence in terms of IQ as well as
other factors. His less competent preschoolers, relative to the more competeni,
show less instrumental dependence on adults in their overall social behavior,
just as the present lower 1Q semple shows less i{nstrumental dependenc: it their
social speech, as manifested in their lower scores on Asserts Desire to Adult.

The findings on Asserts Desire to Adult ere also consistent with the socio-
linguistic formulations of Labov, et al. (1968). 1In view of the high ver¥:. pro-
ductivity of disadvantaged adolescents on the streets of the urban ghetto, idbov
suggests that the disadvantaged black cl.i1d's linguistic output is diminished in
the school setting because of his distrust and suspicion of the largely white
middle-class power elite at school--the teacher and the tester. The present pre-
school findings on Asserts Desire to Adult, while consistent with Labov's general
formulation, strongly indicate the need for adding a developmental perspective.
These early findings suggest that, for the disadvantaged black child of lower IQ,
distrust of adults may long antedate his arrival at school. Throughout the age
range from 2 to 5, he is less apt to ask adults for help in fulfilling his own
desires, adults mainly from his own community at his preschooi center.

It is tempting to speculate on the possible relationship between the socio-
linguistic findings on Asserts Desire to Adult and those for Modulation. Such

speculation {s prompted by the view of Modulation as a socialized speech form,
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taking into consideration the needs of the listener. In the light of tiae develop-
oental theories of Erikson (1963), <t seems likely that the development of any
socialiged behaviors that require postponement and modulation of one's own behav-
for for the sake of the other would depend on the prior development of a solid
sense of basic trust in the primary adult caretaker. Could not the development
of socialized forms (verbal or otherwise) be impeded by undermining the child's
innocent faith that the adult world will meet his own needs when asked to 4o so?
Is the child psychology of poverty the psychology of innocence too early lost?

The i{mplications of the above findings will be discussed both with regard to
research in language development and practice in compensatory preschool education.

1. Research {n language development. Developmental psycholinguistics has
evolved so rapidly during the 5 years since the present research was undertaken,
that a historical approach seems necessary in discussing its implications. When
the study began i{n 1967, pivot pgrammar dominated research in langiage development
(Brown and Bellugi, 1964). While it seemed obvious that statements with totally
disparate speech functions, for example, desire implementing for ''more cookie"
and possession rights implementing for 'my bonk,'" were being classified together
purely on the basis of their pivotal syntactic structure, there seemed no ready
way of integrating the present data on speech function with the ongoing research
on language structure. Bloom's (1970) ground-breaking studies on semantic-syn-
tactic relationships in early two-word utterances provided a framework for deriv-
ing possible implications of the present findings. Bloom described three compon-
erts in language development--linguistic experience, cognitive-perceptual devel-
opment and nonlinguistic experience. The present study suggests some hypotheses
concerning the nonlinguistic component, particularly experiences related to the
early development of the self-schema.

More specifically, the delay in the development of attributive syntactic
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forms reported by Bloom (1970) seems to parallel the delay in the appearance of
ego-enhancing statements found in the present study. Since these ego-enhancing
statements are rich in attributes of size, color, plurality, etc. (e.g., '"Look at
my big house'; "I'm four!'), it seems reasonable to assume that both the delay in
the development of the attributive form and the Jdelay in the emergence of ego-
enhancing statements may relate to the delay in the development of a fully differ-
entiated self-schema with attributes to boast about. That is, it appears that 8
delay in language structure seems to parallel a delay in speech function, and
that both delays may be related to the urderlying development of the self-schema.
There may be other syntactic forms whose development depends on ego-differentia-~
tion, for example, the dative would seem to require considerable self-other dif-~
ferentiation. Further research seems indicated here.

Coming to the work in progress in developmental psycholinguistics, Bloom's
current studies on the role of spontaneous imitation in language development
(Bloom, Hood, and Lightbown, in preparation) are particularly interesting in the
light of the present findings on the self-referring Me Too statements, a common
pattern which persists at the same levels from ages 2 to 5. These statements in-
clude what is usually referred to as imitation, exact repetition, but they alsc
cover imitations of or analogies for the whole self, for example, one child might
say "l 'm making whip cream,' and the other then say 'I'm making whip creum too";

'and the other then analogize

or one child may say 'My milk comes in bottles,'
'"Mine comes in containers.' If imitation proves to play a significant role in
language development as a means of agsimilating linguistic experience in the
Piagetian sense, as Bloom (in preparation) suggests, then the Me Too phenomenon
would provide a broad vehicle for assimilating linguistic experience to the

emerging self-schema. Me Too statements can be applied to a far broader range

of linguistic experience than exact repetition.
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Again we are hypothesizing that nonlinguistic developuments with regard to
the self-schema contribute to language development. It may even be, in the ab-
sence of any evidence of parental reward and punishment for correct grammatical
usage, that shame and pride, or the self-esteem of the burgeoning ego, may play
a significant role i{n the achievement of linguistic creativity.

2. Practice in compensatory preschool education. All three studies, Method-
ological, Developmental, and Sociolinguistic, were designed to help 'make ‘'‘natur-
al,' less didactic, group environments more effective,' as Cazden (1972, p. 24)
puts it. These natural or whole-child programs assume that children will talk
"if there is something of importance to them to communicate...(and) if the child
has initiated it' (Mattick, 1972, p. 6). The teacher's role is viewed as a re-
sponsive one. On this basis, the development of a method for cataloguing self-
motivated everyday speech, plus the available frequency data from ages 2 to 5,
can be a useful tool in teacher training. While experienced teachers may have an
ear for the ways preschoolers talk spontaneocusly, teachers in training may not.

The Developmental Study has further implications for practice. It suggests
a changing role for the responsive teacher, in conjunction with the developmental
changes in the child's spontaneous ways of speaking from 2 to 5. Before age 3,
during the phase of Primary Socially Interdependent Speech, the teacher's recip-
rocal role in this mutually interdependent period would seem to require that she
provide the child with the optimal means for keeping her continually posted on
h#s actions, feelings, desires, and observations. The situation seems to require
that she actively belp the child to put into words these actiong, feelings, de-
sires and observations (e.g., 'Is it the brush you want?"), and that she passive-
ly leave herself continually open to hearing him broadcast messages concerning
himself, so that she can better respond tc his needs.

At around age 3, when the child's self-awareness and self-evaluatiop begins
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to emerge, it would seem particularly important for the responsive teacher to be
ready and able to share in the child's pride in his successes (e.g., ''Good for
youl'), and to protect him from blows to his self-esteem by providing appropriate
justifications for his failures (e.g., '‘That was a hard one'). After age 3, as
the child speaks less and less to the teacher and more and more to othar children,
with the increasing productivity of Secondary Sociable Speech, the quantity of re-
sponsive teacher speech will inevitably decline. Yet, qualitatively, responsive
teacher communication may still play a very significant role. The emergence at
age 4 or 5 of Tertiary Socialized Specech signals the need, and the ability, of
the child to resolve conflicts and difficulties in interpersonal interactions by
means of talking-it-over techniques, modulations, explanations, justifications,
etc., or by verbal discussions involving disagreeing and verbal arguments. The
responsive teacher, at this phase of development, can foster the development of
these socialized speech patterns by encouraging the use of such talking-it-over
techniques, as a way of resolving the myriad conflicts of daily school experience
(e.g., "Let's see why Johnny feels this way'). Essentially, responsive teacher
communication seems to require a developmental shift from nurturance to sociali-
zation from age 2 to 5. .

The Sociolinguistic Study identified two everyday preschool speech patterns
that may have special significaace for the later school functioning of disadvan-
taged black children, Modulation and Asserts Desire to Adult. The finding that
both advantaged groups (white and black) show higher Modulation scores than both
disadvantaged black groups (higher and lower 1Q) suggests that teacher encourage-
ment of the talking-it-over techniques described above may be highly useful in
preparing the disadvantaged child for school. School life seems to be dominated
by the kind of rational talking-it-over processes that seem to be involved in

verbal modulations, explanations, justifications, etc. To the degree that the
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preschooler comes to school well practiced in the why-and-because processes that
seem to be involved here, he would seem to be better prepared for the whys-and-
becauses of school teaching and learning.

The findings for Asserts Desire to Adult, with both advantaged groups show-
ing an increment only for the lower IQ disadvantaged black group, suggest that
the preschool child who is least likely to turn to adults for help in fulfilling
his desires may be especially vulnerable to school problems. The data imply that
the preschool teacher needs to help these children to feel they can depend on
teachers to meet their own needs. Because early school learning inevitably oc-
curs in the context of high levels of verbal interaction between adult and child,
the ability to rely on the adult teacher, to ask her for help when needed, may
well be a key factor in facilitating early school learning.

The field of sociolinguistics is new, and the field of developmental socio-
linguistics has been virtually uncharted ﬁeretofore. Yet compensatory preschool
programs proliferate, unable to await the researcher's final judgment on the
relative merits of didactic vs. whole-child programs. For this reason, despite
the highly preliminary nature of the present research findings, educational im-5
plications have been derived in an effort to articulate some of the teacher-child

communication processes that might help make whole-child progréms more effective.
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Pootnotes

1. Present address: Barnard College, Cclumbia University, New York, N.Y.
10027.

2. For an attempt to apply Skinner's functional system to the speech of two
preschoolers, sze Horner and Gussow (1972).

3. It may be noted that no 2-year-olds were observed in the instrument
development phase. In the gtudies undertaken to date, the FIS-P has been found
to apply to 2-year-olds with no modification needed.

4. The 4-year-old sample for the Developmental and Sociolinguistic Studies
was selected from this previous sawple, excluding & group of Ss at a Monteasori-
type school, and adding a group of advantaged Ss, to conform with the selection
criteria for the present stuly (see sample description below).

5. It may be noted that the positive-negative (evaluation) polarity is one
of three dimensions of meaning in the gemantic studies of Osgood, Suci and Tannen-
baum (1957), the other two dimensions being strong-weak (potency) and active-
passive (activity). Recent research continues to support this semantic formula-
tion (Snider and Osgood, 1969).

6. Out of 174 Ss studied, only two produced noc scoreable statements, one 3-
year-old advantaged white S, &nd one 2-year-old disadvantaged black S.

7. Questions are gcored in whichever category best describes their function.
For example, 'Can I have some?' is scored as Desire Implementing (Category 11},
while 'Wasn't that nice of me?" is scored as Ego-Enhancing (Category IV).

8. The elevated abbreviations Ch and Ad denote the Listener Designations
to Child and to Adult, respectively..

9. An empirical analysis of teacher~ and child-addressed statements, in

rogress, supports the above rational znalysis.
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10. The average group was derived by selecting the 5 boys and 5 girls whose
Binet IQs came closest to 100, at the center where the 4-year-old disadvantaged
blacks were observed.

11. It may be noted that diffusely directed statements, those addressed
neither to adult nor child listeners specifically, were uncommon. Analysis of
the data for the previous &4-year-old study (Schachter, 1971) shows 187 adult-
directed, 71% child-directed, and 11% diffusely directed.

12. These eight low frequency scores are, in the Expressive Category, Sub-
categories Positive and Negative; in the Ego-Entancing Category, Subcategories
Agsumes Teacher Role-Competence, Asserts Pride in Goodness, etc., Assumes Teacher
Role-Goodness, "Denigrates Other-Goodnéss, Denigrates Other-General; in the
Learning Implementing Category, Subcategory Pursues New Knowledge.

13. Guttman (1956) scalogram analysis could not be undertaken because there
was an insufficient number of points in the scale, 4 points for personal motives,
3 for social.

14. It is interesting to note that the data of the present study also have
implications for Piaget's (1926) formulations on egocentric speech. Specifically,
the finding that desire implementing speech is early maturing, with hizh levels
at age 2, and no evidence of an age increment from age 2 to 5, directly contra-
dicts Piaget's placement of this kind of speech in his late maturing category of
socialized speech (i.e., Commands, Requests and Threats). The present finding
may help to shed light on the long histovy of contradictory findings with regerd
to Piaget's coefficient of egocentric speech. This coefficient, a percentage
which presumes to show the amount of immature egocentric speech relative to total
speech, has been found to vary from 27 to 70% (see Kohlberg, Yaeger and MNjertholm,
1968). The present data on desire implementing speech indicate that what is pre-
sumed to be an index of fmmature egocentric speech has in its denominator a very
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frequent form of immature desire implementing speech., Variations in the amount
of {immature desire implementing speech could bring about confusing vériations in
the index of immature egocentric speech. The data suggest that the coefficient
of egocentricism should be calculated, excluding the immature desire implementing
statements from the denominator. Better still, the general problem of the distor-
tions that are introduced with percent conversion of speech data (discussed above)
argues strongly for the use of an interval score, in studies of egocentric speech,
rather than a percentage.

15. It can be seen that, at the present state of knowledge, we are assuming
a linear relationship, if any, between preschool speech and [ater school function-

ing, despite the likely cowmplexity of the intervening frocesses.
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Table 1

Sample Description at Each Age Level
-N, Age, IQ, and Verbal Productivity-

Longitudinal Sample, N=4

Sample Age Levels
Description 2-0 2k 3-0 3% 4y
N 4 4 4 4 3
Age (months)
Mean 23.5 30.0 35.5 43.0 55.0
Range 22-25 28-31 34-37 41-44 54-56
1Q
Mean 152.2
Range 136-170
Total Statements
Mean 63.0 89.0 104.8 115.0 159.8
Range 42-80 | 43-116 63-175 81-157 147-166
Total Intervals
Mean 10.8 11.0 11.8 11.5- 12.0
Range 9-12 ! 10-12 ! 11-12 11-12 12-12
Cross-Sectional Sample, N=170
Age Levels
Mu@wgmj_;____za.__ o4 ... 3% _ | 4% | 5%
Advantaged
White
N 10 10 10 10
Age (months)
Mean 30.20 42.60 52.70 65.50
s.d. 3.80 2.46 3.50 4.45
1Q
Mean 128.20 133.40 116.90 135.00
s.d. 23.35 13.13 18.24 15.13
Total Statements
Mean 92.10 72.60 69.10 135.80
s.d. 44.50 58.81 32.47 40.71
Total Intervals
Mean 11.10 9.50 10.60 11.40
s.d. 1.85 3.57 1.27 .70
Black
N 10 10 ; 10 10
Age (months) !
Mean 32.00 43.90 ! 54.90 65.30
s.d. 3.43 2.14 3.18 3.92
IQ i
Mean 110.60 113.80 | 111.90 113.10
s.d. 13.87 16.78 14.71 19.22
Total Statements
Mean ) 67.40 117.80 107.40 111.60
s.d. 18.40 } 50.13 48,98 53.10
Total Intervals
Mean 10.40 | 11.40 11.40 11.00
8.d. 2.32 ! 1.08 . 1.15
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Table 1 (cont.)

Cross-Sectional Sample, N=170 (cont.)

Sociolinguistic Age levels
Groups 2% 't 3% i 4y Sk
{
Disadvantaged Black
Higher IQa
N 10 10 10 10
Age (months)
Mean 30.80 43.20 53.60 65.50
s.d. 3.79 2.75 4.09 2,71
1Q
Mean 103.70 111.60 114.70 115.30
s.d. 7.73 6.03 7.24 14.88
Total Statements
Mean 47.90 72.00 67.10 135.50
8.d, 22.77 36.18 38.41 55.50
Total Intervals
Mean 9.80 9.20 9.90 16.70
s.d. 1.55 1.94 2.20 2.26
Average IQP . ‘
N 10
Age (months)
Mean 53.50
s.d. 3.28
IQ
Mean 99.50
g.d. 3.41
Total Statements
Mean 53.70
s.d. 25.48
Toval Intervals
Mean 9.60
s.d. 1.51
Lower IQC
N 10 10 10 10
Age (months)
Mean 30.00 42.20 55.20 54,40 66.20
g.d. 3.65 3.55 3.74 3.50 2.40
IQ
Mean 82.30 91.80 74.60 87.00 82.60
s.d. 5.93 9.06 13.14 3.60 9.76
Total Statemeuts
Mean 32.90 72.80 35.00  44.40 117.90
s.d. 2,33 34.17 31.16 28.30 58.66
Total Intervals
Mean 7.30 10.00 6.10 7.80 11.20
s.d. 3.83 2.05 4,04 2.80 1.14
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Table 1 (ccat.)

Cross-Sectional Sample, N=170 (cont.)

Age levels
Sociolinguistic Groups 2% 3% L 4% 5%
Total Sample
N 40 40 50 40
Age (months)
Mean 30.75 42.98 53.95 65.63
s.d. 3.62 2.75 3.55 3.37
IQ
Mean 106.20 112.65 105.34% 111.50
s.d. z1.66 19.76 19.87 23.91
Total Statements
Mean 60.08 83.80 70.09 125.20
s.d. 37.64 48.42 42.21 51.52
Total Iatervals
Mean 9.65 10.03 5.77 11.08
s.d. 2.84 ! 2.40 ' 2.86 1.40

Note.--Half of each sample is male, half female, except fur the longi-
tudinal sample at age 4%, because one girl moved to the west coast. Means
for the longitudinal sample at age 4% are extrapolated from three Ss to four.

aUpper half of sample for ages 2%, 3% and 5%; upper third at age 4%.

Pren Ss with average IQ (93-105).

®Lower half of sample for ages 2%, 3% and 5%. TFor age 4% there are two
columns of descriptive data, the column on the left describing the lower third

of the sample (N=10), the crlimn on the right describing the lower third com-
bined with the average IQ » up (N=20).




- 88 -

Table 2

Mean FIS-P Speech Scores for the Longitudinal Sample (N=4)%
(Number of Intervals out of 12)

FIS-P Speech Scores

Subcategory Scores

Personal Motives

I. Expressive
Positive
Negative
Positive /Negative

I1. Desire Implementing
Acsserts Desire b
Stops Fruatrator of Des ireCh

I1I. Possession Rights Implementing
Asserts Possession Rignts
Stops Frustrator-Possession RightSCh

IV. Ego-Enhancing
Asserts Pride in Competence, etc.
Assumes Teacher Role-Competence
Denigrates Other-Competence, €tc.
Asserts Pride in Goocdness, etc.
Assumes Teacher Role-GoodnessCh
Denigrates Other-Goodness etc.Ch
Denigrates Other-GeneralC
Teases and Tests Limits

Social Motives

V. Self-Referring-Including
Me Too
Me BetterCh

VI. JoiningCh
Join MeCh
Excludes OtherCh

VII. CollaborativeCh
DiscourseCh
Disagreech
Dramatic PlayCh
ChantingCh
Giving®

v OoONO

[eNeoNoNoNoNoNoNo)

*
CQ®NO O

Age Levels
2% ]L 3-0 | 3% |
0 0 1.0
0 o2 .5
0 0 o2
6.5 6.8 5.2
3.5 3.5 1.8
2.0 1.2 1.0
2.2 2.2 3.5
1.0 3.5 4.5
0 .5 .2
o2 .8 .2
.5 0 0
0 .5 .8
1.2 ) 2
0 S 0
0 1.5 3.0
2.8 4.5 3.5
P 2.5 1.2
2.0 3.0 3.5
4] 2 .8
2.0 5.0 6.2
.5 2.8 1.8
1.2 2.2 4.2
2.2 ! 3.2 1.5
1.0 | .2 1.2
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o« . « . . .
N N NO

N
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Table 2 (cont.)

Aog levels

FIS-P Speech Scores 2-0 2% 3-0 kL3 4%
Subcategory Scores (cont.)
Other Motives
VIII. Learning Implementing

Pursues New Knowledge 5 3.8 1.8 1.5 .2
Restates Old Knowledge 1.0 1.0 0 1.0 .8

IX. Reporting
About Self 3.2 3.5 3.8 4.8 2.8
About Others 2.8 1.8 2.0 .5 .2
About Things 4.5 2.2 1.5 2.2 1.0

Appended Scores

Adult Listener 10.2 9.5 7.5 7.5 3.2
Child Listener 5.2 6.8 10.2 10.5 12.0
Asserts Desirefd 6.5 6.2 4.8 5.0 3.0
Modulation .2 1.0 4.5 4.5 8.0

8pxcept for the loss of a girl at age 4%, Means at 4%-year-old level
extrapolated from three Ss to four.

bStatement addressed almost exclusively to child listener.

CStatement addressed exclusively to adult listener.
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Table 3

Mean FIS-P Speech Scores for Advantaged White Sample
(Numwber of Intervals out of 12)

t Age Levels
FIS-P Speech Scores 2% 3% ! 4% 5k
N 10 10 10 10
Subcategory Scores
Persopal Motives
I. Expressive
Poaitive .6 4 .5 .3
Negative ' T .6 .1 .5 .2
Positive/Negative 2.2 1.2 .3 2.2
I1. Desire Implementing
Aggerts Desire a 5.8 5.1 5.9 4,6
Stops Frustrator of Desire®h 1.9 1.8 1.1 2.4
I11I. Possession Rights Implementing
Asserts Possession Rights 1.2 .S 2.1 1.0
Stopa FrecTirator-Possession RightsCh 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.7
IV, Zgo-Enhanciug
Asgerts ?ride in Competence, etc. 1.5 2.8 3.1 3.0
Assumes Teacher Role-CompetenceCh 4 .2 A .9
Denigrates Other~Competence, etc.Ch .1 .2 .2 1.2
Asserts Pride in Goodness, etc. .2 .2 A 4
Assumes Teacher Role-Goodness® .2 .1 .2 .2
Denigrates Other-Goodness etc.Ch .1 .2 b .1
Denigrates Other-General® .1 .1 0] 0
Teases and Tests Limits 1.2 2.2 1.2 2.8
Social Motives )
V. Self-Referring-Including e
Me Too , 2.4 2.4 3.7 2.6
Me BetterCh , .2 .8 .6 .9
vI. JoiningCh
Join 4eCh 1.1 .7 2.1 1.9
Excludes OtherCh 0 .2 .8 .7
VII. CollaborativeCh
DiscourseCh 3.4 3.1 4.1 6.4
Disagreech 1.2 1.0 .9 3.8
Dramatic Play®h 1.0 1.3 2.0 1.8
ChantinﬁCh .7 1.0 1.6 .8
GivingC | .6 .8 .7 .9
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Table 3 (cont.)

FIS-P Speech Scores

Subcategory Scores (cont.)

Other Motives

VIII. Learning Implementing
Pursues New Knowledge
Regtates 0ld Knowledge

IX. Reporting
About Self
About Others
About Things

Appended Scores

Adult Listerer
Child Listener
Asserts Desire
Moduliation

Age levels
2% | 3% 4% 5%
.1 .3 4 .8
1.8 .9 N 1.5
3.6 2.9 3.9 3.9
1.5 .8 .2 1.7
1.6 1.2 2.0 2.3
7.3 6.1 4.5 5.2
7.9 6.6 8.1 10.4
2.7 2.4 3.5 1.7
.6 «5 2.7 3.4

8gtatement addressed almost exclusively to child listener.

Pstatement addyessed exclusively to adult listener.
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Table 4

Mean FIS-P Speech Scores for Advantaged Black Sample
(Number of Intervals out of 12)

Age levels
FIS-P_Speech Scores _ 2% 3% 4% 5%
N 10 10 10 10
Subcategory Scores
Personal Motives
I. Expressive
Positive ' 4 .7 .1 .5
Negative .5 .8 .7 .7
Positive/Negative .3 1.8 .6 1.9
II. Desire Implementing
Asserts Desire cha 4.5 3.6 3.9 3.3
Stops Frustrator of Desire 4.0 3.7 2.9 3.5
I11. Possession Rights Implementing
Asserts Possession Rights ch .7 1.6 2.5 1.0
Stops Frustrator-Possession Rights 2.5 2.4 2.1 .8
IV. Ego-Enhancing
Asserts Pride in Competence, etc. 1.6 2.8 3.9 1.7
Assumes Teacher Role-CompetenceCh 0 .3 .3 .3
Dznigraftes Other-Competence, etc.© .1 .1 1.3 .6
Ayserts Pride ia Goodness, etg. .3 .2 .8 .1
Agsumes Teacher Role-Goodness , 0 0] .3 .1
Denigrates Other-Goodness, etcCh 5 .2 .9 .S
Denigrates Other-GeneralCh 0 .3 .8 .7
Teagses and Tests Limits .2 2,1 1.5 2.4
Social Motives
V. Self-Referring-Inciuding
Me Too 3.5 3.6 3.8 1.9
Me BetterCh .1 .2 .8 1.1
VI. JoiningCh
Join MeCh 2.8 2.1 2.6 2.4
Excludes OtherCh .2 1.5 1.5 1.1
VII. CollaborativeCh
DiscourseCh 2.0 6.0 7.1 7.8
DisagreeCh 0] 3.1 2.9 3.5
Dramatic PlayCh 1.6 2.2 2.4 2.6
ChantingCh 2.1 1.7 | 1.1 1.4
GivingCh .3 .7 A 1.2
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Table 4 (cont.)

Age Levels
FIS-P Speech Scores 2% 3% AN 5%
Subcategory Scores (cont.)
Other Motives
VIII. Learning Implementing
Pursues New Knowledge .3 A .2 A4
Restates 0ld Knowledge .8 .8 5 NA
IX. Reporting
About Self 2,3 2.6 3.8 3.1
About Others .5 1.3 1.2 2.0
About Things .8 1.3 1.6 1.2
Appended Scores
Adult Listener 5.8 4.1 4.4 3.1
Child Listener b 8.0 10,0 10.1 10.4
Agserts DesireAd 2.5 1.9 2.4 1.6
Modulation o4 107 2.7 207

8cratement addressed almost exclusively to child listener.

bSta:ement addressed exclusively to adult listener.
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Table 5

Mean FIS-P Speech Scores for Disadvantaged Black Higher IQ Sample
(Number of Intervals out of 12)

o Age Levels
FIS-P Speech Scores 2% | 3% 4% 5%
N 10 10 10 10
Subcategory Scores
Personal Motives
I. Expressive
Positive .1 .5 N A
Negative 2 o A4 .7
Positive /Negative 1.1 .8 & 1.3
I1. Desire Implementing
Asserts Desire a 3.6 3.1 3.6 3.4
Stops Frustrator of DesireCh 4.3 2.7 2.3 4.1
I1I. Possession Rights Implementing
Asserts Possession Rights 5 1.2 2.0 .7
Stops Frustrator-Possession RightsCh 4 1.4 1.2 1.9
IV. Ego-Enhancing
Asserts Pride in Competence, etc. 7 3.1 2.8 4.4
Assumes Teacher Role-CompetenceCh 0 A 0 .3
Denigrates Other-Competence, etc.Ch 0 .8 .2 1.3
Asserts Pride in Goodness, etc. 1 .1 .2 0
Assumes Teacher Role-GoodnessCh 2 0. K .3
Denigrates Other-Goodness, etc.Ch .1 .2 .9 .7
Denigrates Other-GeneralC .1 .2 0 o5
Teases and Teste Limits N 1.5 .5 2.7
Social Motives
V. Self-Referring-Including
Me Too 1.5 2.0 3.6 2.3
Me BetterCh 0 A .5 2.7
VI. Joining®®
Join MeCh 1.1 .9 2.2 3.7
Excludes QOtherCh 0 .2 .8 1.4
VII. CollaborativeCh
DiscourseCh 1.7 4.1 5.4 6.9
DisagreeCh .3 1.2 .7 3.5
Dramatic Play®h .6 .7 1.7 .6
ChantingCh .8 1.4 .9 2.2
Giving® 3 4 1.3 .6
' !
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Table 5 (cont.)

Age levels
FIS-P_Speech Scores 25 3% 4% 5%
Subcategory Scores (cont.)
Other Motives
VIII. lLearning Implementing
Pursues New Knowledge .8 o2 .3 .5
Restates Old Knowledge 1.2 2 N .9
IX, Reporting
About Self 108 2.3 3.1 206
About Others o3 1.1 o7 1.8
About Things 1.3 .9 .9 1.8
Appended Scc: v
Adult Listener 5.2 4.1 4.6 2.5
Child Listener 6.2 7.0 7.8 10.1
Asserts Desire 1.6 1.3 2.3 .8
Modulation o2 6 1.2 1.7
, ! K

Note.--Higher IQ denotes upper half of sample of 20 for 2%-, 3%- and

5%-year~old samples and upper third of sample of 30 for 4%-year-olds,

8gtatement addressed almost exclusively to child listener.

bstatement addressed exclueively'to adult listener.
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Table 6

Mean FIS-P Speech Scores for Disadvantaged Black Lower 1 Sample
(Number of Intervals out of 12)

! Age levels
FIS-P Speech Scores . 2% 3% | 4% 5%
N 10 10{ 10] 10] 10
Personal Motives
I. Expressive
Positive - 05 tl :,1 o2 03
Negative .3 .8 S .4 .8
Positive/Negative 3 .7 71 .5 1.8
II. Desire Implementing
Asgerts Desire cha 1.9 3.8 {2.2]12.6 ] 2.9
Stops Frustrator of Desire 3.2 2.8 1.612.4 { 3.6
III. Posgsession Rights Implementing
Asserts Pogsession Rights N .7 .911.3] 1.8
Stops Frustrator-Possession RightsCh .8 1.2 .8 81 2.3
IV. Ego-Enhancing
Asserts Pride in Competence, etc. .8 2.8 11.5{2.6 | 2.1
Assumes Teacher Role-CompetenceCh .1 o2 0 .1 W2
Denigrates Other-Competence, etc. 0 2 0 o2 .5
Asserts Pride in Goodness, etc. 0 .2 .1 N 0
Assumes Teacher Role-GoodnessCh 0 0 0 .2 N
Denigrates Ot:her:--Goodness{_,l etc.Ch 0 .1 0 .2 .9
Denigrates Other-GeneralC 0 0 0 o1} 1.0
Teases and Tests Limits < 1.2 ¢] 01} 2.9
Social Motives
V. Self-Referring-Including
Me Too 1.3 1.5 S511.3 ) 2.9
Me BetterCh | .1 2 ] 1) 4] 17
V1. Joiningch
Join MeCh 7 1.1 6] .81 2.2
Exc ludes OtherCh ] N .2 A 1.1
VII. CollaborativeCh ) ,
DiscourseCh 1.8 3.4 {2.513.4} 6.8
DisagreeCh .2 .8 31 .51 3.2
Dramatic PlayCh .5 1.1 ] .9} .81} 1.6
ChantingCh 1.1 1.3 20 .21 2.1
GivingCh .2 7 21 .6 .6
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Table 6 (cont.)

Age Levels
FIS-P Speech Scores __ 2% 3% 4% 5k
Subcategory Scores (cont,)
Other Motives '
VIII. Learning Implementing
Pursues New Knowledge : 0 o2 .1 .2 .3
Restates 0ld Knowledge o .3 A1 .2 .6
IX.. Reporting
About Self 1.3 2.0 j1.011.4 } 3.5
About Others .2 1.4 .9 .6 ] 1.0
About Things N 1.5 61! .81 1.6
Appended Scores
Adult Listener 3.3 4.6 |2.,112.,6 | 2.0
Child Listener 5.2 8.0 {5.,316.7 110.5
Asserts DesireAdP .6 1.5 .9]1.0 .6
Modulation 0 .5 N 8 1.9
‘ .

Note.--Lower IQ denotes lower half of sample of 20 for 2%-, 3%- and 5%-
year-old samples; lower third of sample of 30 for 4%-year-old column, left
side; and lower third plus average IQ group (N=20) for &4%-year-old column,
right side. '

8Statement addressed almost exclusively to child listener.

PStatement addressed exclusively to adult listener.
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Table 7

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENTAL FINDINGS: TABLES 2-6
Number of Five Samples with Age Increase, Decrease or Nelther
for FIS-P Speech Scores with Adequate Frequencies

FIS-P Speech Scores Age Decrease {Neither ; Age Increase
Subcategory Scores
Personal Motives
I. Expressive a
Positive/Negative 4 1 DBL
I1. Desire Implementing
Asserts Desire b 3L 1DBH 1DBL
Stops Frustrator of DesireCh 1° 4
I11. Possession Rights Implementing DBL
Asserts Possession Rights Ch AB 4 1
Stops Frustrator Possession Rightsc 1 2 2
IV. Ego-Enhancing
Asserts Pride in Competence, etc. 5%
_Denigrates Other-Competence, etc.Ch 5%
| Teases and Tests Limits 3 2]€
Social Motives
V. Self-Referring-Including
Me Too h IAB 3 IPBL
{Me Better® 5 |*
VI. Joining®h .
Join MeC 2 3
Excludes OtherCh - ' Lo 4
VIiI. CollaborativeCh
DiscourseCh 5%
Disagreech h 5%
Dramatic Playc 5%
Chantinéch 14B 2 2, ]
Giving® 4 1PBL_
Other Motives
VIII. Learning Implementing
Restates 01ld Knowledge 5
IX. Reporting
About Self 4 1DBL
[‘About Others 1Lo 149 3]
About Things 4 1DBL
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Table 7 (cont.)

FIS-P Speech Scores Age Decrease | Neither | Age Increase

Appended Scores

Adult Listener 4 IDBL

Child Listener d 5%
Asserts Desire®d 2 3

Modulation 5%

Note.--Age increase, decrease, or neither covers ages 2%, 3%, 4% and 5%
for all samples except the longitudinal sample. For the latter, only the age
levels 2%, 3% and 4% are summarized in Table 7. The criterion for adequate
frequency of score was that more than one of the five samples show a mean
greater than 1.0 at any of the age levels under study.

aWhen a tingle sample is developmentally atypical relative to all of the
other four samples (i.e., fails to show the typical age increment, decrement,
or neither), the sample is identified as follows: DBL denotes Disadvantaged
Black Lower IQ sample, DBH Disadvantaged Black Higher IQ, Lo Longitudinal, AB
Advantaged Black, and AW Advantaged White.

PStatement addressed almost exclusively to child listener.

CBrackets denote Subcategory Score inconsistent with findings for other
subcategory within same category.

dStatement addressed exclusively to adult listener.

* Sign test p < .03 (one-tailed).
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Table 8

Summary of Analysis of Variance: Sociolinguistic Group X Age X Sex
(With Replication for Sex)

Socio- |
linguistic
Group Age Sex
FIS-P Speech Scores (A) (B) @©) AXB AXC | BXC | AXBX:.
Subcategory Scores
Asserts Desire 8.72%% 27 3.03 1.14 .12 .63 .35
Me Too a 4, 32%% 1.82 51 | 3.45%|1.36]1.51| .71
Collaborative DisagreeCh ch 4.34%% [27,51%% | .50 | 2.21% | .33] .55]|1.39
Collaborative Dramatic Play 4 ,90%*% 1.83 .26 42 1.66 .88 .95
Reporting About Self 4 Lbk¥ 2.30 .10 .92 991 .31] .98
Appended Scores
Asserts Desirehd® 6.64%% | 2.75% | 6,32%] .50 .08{2.03| .87
Modulation : 7.54%% 123,86%% .02 | 1.48 .54 11,52 .16
df 3 3 1 9 3 3 9
i)

85tatement addressed almost exclusively to child listener.
Pstatement addressed exclusively to adult listener.
* p < .05,

** p < .01,
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Table 9

Summary of Scheffé Tests of Differences Among
Sociolinguistic Groups

Means for Sociolinguistic Groups
Advantaged Disadvantaged
FIS-P Speech Scores White | Black Higher IQ Lower IQ
Subcategory Scores
HLa

Asserts Desgire 5.3 3.8 3.4 2.5
Me Too b 2.8 3.9k 2.4 1.1
Collaborative DieagreeCh Cch 1.0 3.0HL 1.0 .6
Collaborative Dramatic Play 1.5 2.2HL .9 1.0
Reporting About Self 3.6l 3.0 2.4 2.0

Appended Scores
Asserts Desirefd® 2.6 2.1* 1.5 .9
Modulation 1.8 1.9HL .9 .8

Note.--Means of all four age levels, 2% to 5%, except for scores
with significant age by sociolinguistic interaction, Me Too and Collabor-
ative Disagree (see Table 8). Jor the latter two scores, means are shown
for the age range where Scheffe tests show a significant sociolinguistic
effect, 2% to 4% for Me Too, and 3% to 4% for Collaborative Disagree.

aﬂ indicates that the advantaged mean is significantly higher (p < .05)
than the mean for the higher IQ disadvantaged black group. L indicates that
the advantaged mean 1s significantly higher (p < .05) than the lower IQ
disadvantaged black group.

bSt:at:ement: addressed almost exclusively to child listener.

®Statement addressed exclusively to adult listener.
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&—4 Advantaged White
o—o0 Advantaged Black
4&~--4 Disadvantaged Biack=-Higher IQ
e---0 Disadvantaged Black-Lower IQ

12)

TO CHILD LISTENER L T AouLT LISTENER
ok
9 L
8 -

MEAN NUMBER OF INTERVALS (max

4l
3+
2r -
OT | ] ] ] O:/ ] 1 L |
23 33 43 5% 23 3z 43 ¢

Figure 1.--Speech Scores~=-Child Listener and Adult Listener: Mean number of
3-minute intervals in which these kinds of speech occurred at ages 2%, 3%, 4% and
5%, for Sociolinguistic Groups, Advantaged White, Advantaged Black, Disadvantaged
Black Higher IQ and Disadvantaged Black Lower IQ.

O




- 103 -

&H—0 Advantaged White
o——0 Advantaged Black
&~ - -4 Disadvantaged Black-Higher IQ
&~ --0 Disadvantaged Black-Lower IQ

=|2)

MEAN NUMBER OF INTERVALS (max

1 ]
25 33 43 5
AGE (years)

nj—

Figure 2.--Speech Score--Asserts Pride in Competence or Achieve-
ment, in Possessions, in Knowledge, or in Whole Self: Mean number of
3-minute intervals in which this kind of speech occurred at ages 2%,
3%, 4% and 5%, for Sociolinguistic Groups, Advantaged White, Advan-
taged Black, Disadvantaged Black Higher IQ and Disadvantaged Black
Lower IQ.
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&—A Advantaged White
o0—o0 Advantaged Black
A---A Disadvantaged Black-Higher 1IQ
o---@ Disadvantaged Black-Lower IQ

MEAN NUMBER OF INTERVALS (max=12)

L { |
23 33 4z 53
AGE (years)

Figure 3.--Speech Score--Asserts Desire: Mean number of 3-minute
intervals in which this kind of speech occurred at ages 2%, 3%, 4% and
5%, for Sociolinguistic Groups, Advantaged White, Advantaged Black,
Disadvantaged Black Higher IQ and Disadvantaged Black Lower IQ.
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oA Advantaged White
o—o0 Advantaged Black
A---A Disadvantaged Black-Higher 1Q
e---0 Disadvantaged Black-Lower IQ

=12)

MEAN NUMBER OF INTERVALS (max

| | | |
O 2|_ 3L 4L 5|_
2 2 2 2
AGE (years)

Figure 4.--Speech Score--Me Too: Mean number of 3-minute intervals
in which this kind of speech occurred at ages 2%, 3%, 4% and 5%, for
Sociolinguistic Groups, Advantaged White, Advantaged Black, Disadvantaged
Black Higher IQ and Disadvantaged Black Lower IQ.
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&—aA Advantaged White
O—o0 Advantaged Black
4---A Disadvantaged Black-Higher IQ
4| ©---e Disadvantaged Black-Lower IQ

MEAN NUMBER OF INTERVALS (max=12)

23 33 4% 5
AGE (years)

N~

Figure 5,-~Speech Score~~Collaborative Disagree: Mean number of 3-
minute intervals in which this kind of speech occurred at ages 2%, 3%, 4%
and 5%, for Sociolinguistic Groups, Advantaged White, Advantaged Black,
Disadvantaged Black Higher IQ and Disadvantaged Black Lower IQ.
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&—0A Advantaged White
o——0 Advantaged Black
A---A Disadvantaged Black-Higher IQ
©---o Disadvantaged Black-Lower IQ

=12)

MEAN NUMBER OF INTERVALS (max

|
2% 3% 45 5%
AGE (years)

Figure 6.--Speech Score--Collaborative Dramatic Play: Mean number of
3-minute intervals in which this kind of speech occurred at ages 2%, 3%,
4% and 5%, for Sociolinguistic Groups, Advantaged White, Advantaged Black,
Disadvantaged Black Higher IQ and Disadvantaged Black Lower IQ.
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&—4A Advantaged White
o——0 Advantaged Biack
A---A Disadvantaged Black-Higher IQ
o---® Disadvantaged Black-Lower IQ

=12)

MEAN NUMBER OF INTERVALS (max

| 1 | I
2% 33 41 5 %
AGE (years)

Figure 7.--Speech Score--Reporting About Self: Mean number of 3-minute
{ntervals in which this kind of speech occurred at ages 2%, 3%, 4% and 5%,
for Sociolinguistic Groups, Advantaged White, Advantaged Black, Disadvan-
taged Black Higher IQ and Disadvantaged Black Lower IQ.
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&5 Advantaged White
o——0 Advantaged Black
4---A Disadvantaged Black-Higher IQ
o---@ Disadvantaged Black-Lower IQ

=12)

MEAN NUMBER OF INTERVALS (max

L 1

1
| | |
33 43 S5

AGE (years)

Figure 8.--Speech Score--Asserts Desire to Adult: Mcan number of 3-
minute intervais in which this kind of speech occurred at ages 2%, 3%, 4%
and 5%, for Sociolinguistic Groups, Advantaged White, Advantaged Black,
Disadvantaged Black Higher IQ and Disadvantaged Black Lower IQ.
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&H—O Advantaged White
o——0 Advantaged Black
4t A---A Disadvantaged Black-Higher IQ
o---0 Disadvantaged Black-Lower IQ

{

=12)

AN NUMBER OF INTERVALS (max
n
I

o

M

oL
N~

33 4%
AGE (years)

Figure 9,--Speech Score--Modulation: Mean number of 3-minute intervals
in which this kind of speech occurred at ages 2%, 3%, 4% and 5%, for Socio-
linguistic Groups, Advantaged White, Advantaged Black, Disadvantaged Black
Higher IQ and Disadvantaged Black Lower I1Q.




